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Introduction 
TERRY L. WEECH 
IN THE DECADE SINCE Felix Hirsch edited the October 1972 Library 
Trends on “Standards for Libraries,” there has been considerable activ- 
ity in the library and information science profession relating to the 
subject. Given the scope of these activities, it was decided to approach 
the subject of standards in two separate issues of Library Trends. This 
issue will concentrate on service or performance standards as related to 
specific types of libraries. The Fall 1982 issue of Library Trends will 
focus on technical and procedural standards that apply in many differ- 
ent library and information science settings, and will be edited by James 
E. Rush. There undoubtedly will be some overlap between the articles 
in the two issues, but the authors were asked to keep the focus of each 
issue in mind as they prepared their articles. It is the hope of the editors 
that these two issues of Library Trends will complement each other and 
provide a comprehensive view of developments and trends in standards 
relating to library and information science. 
Felix Hirsch provides an excellent review of the definition of stan-
dards and related terms in his introduction to the 1972 issue.’ No 
attempt will be made to duplicate his discussion here. Many of the 
concerns of the 1972 Library Trends on “Standards for Libraries” are 
still evident in the content of the articles written for this issue of Library 
Trends. The value of standards continues to be debated. In fact, the use 
of the term standard has been avoided by some, with guideline or 
mission statement a preferred substitute. The Public Library Associa- 
Terry L. Wee& is Associate Professor, Graduate School of Library and Information 
Science, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. 
SUMMER 1982 3 
TERRY WEECH 
tion has, at least for the moment, rejected traditional standards entirely 
and has developed a planning procedure with evaluation based on 
output measures as an alternative to traditional standards. Other types 
of libraries will undoubtedly be watching this development with inter- 
est. Although there has been considerable movement away from quan- 
titative standards, the debate over the desirability of quantitative or 
qualitative standards is far from over. If public libraries may serve as a 
model, one wonders if a “new federalism” in library standards might 
lead to qualitative national standards and quantitative state and 
regional standards. Concern over the method by which standards are 
developed was evident in 1972, and is evident in the current group of 
articles. The importance of a “research” base for standards has been 
emphasized by authors then as now. 
But there have been many changes and new developments since 
1972. Both the four-year and the two-year college library standards have 
been revised, and these revisions are discussed by David Kaser and James 
Wallace, respectively. Beverly Lynch reviews the development of the 
recent university library standards, and reports on a survey of perception 
of the usefulness of the new standards by directors of university libraries. 
Jane Hannigan provides an analysis of the development of school 
library media standards, and makes suggestions for possible future 
revisions. Robert Rohlf presents the story of the continuing evolution of 
public library standards from an emphasis on input measures to a focus 
on output measures. Rohlf reviews the revolution in orientation from 
uniform national public library standards to an individualized plan- 
ning process that encourages each library to establish its own goals and 
guidelines. F. William Summers shares with us the deliberations 
involved in the development of standards for state libraries, including 
those relating to the recently abandoned effort to revise the existing 
standards for state libraries. James B. Dodd brings us up to date on 
standards-including the lack of standards-for special libraries. Ste- 
phen Prine and Kieth Wright review recent developments in standards 
for the visually and hearing impaired, and Richard Miller does the same 
for library services topeople in institutions. Standards for health science 
libraries, including academic and special libraries serving the health 
sciences, are discussed by Ray Stinson. Catriona de Scossa and Mary E.P. 
Henderson review Canadian library standards, and Anthony Vaughan 
provides an overview of British library standards. International stan- 
dards are discussed by Peter Havard-Williams. 
It is hoped that this issue will provide the reader with a state-of-the- 
art report on library standards, and perhaps suggest some future trends 
in each of the respective areas covered. The issue editor wishes to thank 
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the authors for their contributions and their ready acceptance of the task 
of developing the articles. A special thanks is extended to the authorsof 
the articles on Canadian, British and international standards for cheer- 
fully fitting the reviews of the developments of their respective topics 
into the limited space of a journal article. 
Reference 
1 .  Hirsch, Felix E. “Introduction: Why Do We Need Standards?” Library Trends 
21( a t . 1972):159-69. 
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Standards for College Libraries 
DAVID KASER 
THESEARCH FOR STANDARDS for American college libraries can boast a 
venerable and distinguished history spanning almost four-score years 
and challenging the intellects of some of the premier worthies both 
within and outside of the profession. Marked concurrently by consider- 
able zeal on the one hand and by chronic frustration on the other, it has 
been likened to the Quest for the Holy Grail, although its partial success 
probably renders that simile inapt. 
Much of the persistent frustration at the academic library commu- 
nity’s inability to fashion tenable standards for itself can probably be 
attributed to the fact that i t  looks so deceptively easy. Like defining 
“pornography,” the unwary falls easily into the trap of assuming that, 
given a little time and motivation, any modestly informed person could 
do it. Many knowledgeable librarians have tried unsuccessfully tomake 
standards, however, and the very high failure rate among these efforts 
bespeaks clearly the formidable character of the task. 
Although a definitive history of academic library standards- 
making remains to be written (indeed deserues to be written, probably as 
a dissertation), several helpful rksumks have been prepared of the expe- 
rience.’ Although i t  is not a chore to be undertaken as a part of this 
paper,2 a brief enumeration here of the early landmark efforts is useful 
in placing more recent labors and concerns into a time perspective. 
David Kaser is Professor of Library and Information Science, Indiana University, Bloom-
ington. 
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A Brief Background 
During the first quarter of the twentieth century, all efforts todevise 
academic library standards took place in state and regional associations 
of colleges rather than in the library community, but the results were 
seldom, if ever, rigorous or demanding. Indeed, the most exacting 
among these early trials called only for minimum collections of “8000 
volumes exclusive of public document^."^ In the late 1920s, and with 
substantial funding from the Carnegie Corporation, a number of lead- 
ing librarians also became exercised about the matter, and several draft 
sets of standards were produced. Carl Milam published his “Sugges- 
tions” in 1930, and William M. Randall issued his proposed standards 
as the concluding segment of his study of The College Library in 1932.4 
Randall’s draft was reprinted and widely disseminated, although he 
never sought official adoption of it. 
By the late 1930s, however, the regional accrediting associations, 
led primarily by the North Central Association, had largely given up 
imposing any specific requirements at all-including library 
requirements-upon their member institutions, and had chosen rather 
to develop more flexible bases for adjudging library adequacy in terms 
of institutional purpose. A1 though several leading librarians aided and 
supported this newer concept, most were uneasy about forgoing spe- 
cific, hard-number requirements, feeling that without them, “stan- 
dards” were reduced to well-intentioned and high-sounding, but largely 
feckless, platitudes5 
As a result, in 1943 the ALA adopted its own specific numerical 
standards for academic library book collections, staffing patterns, sala- 
ries, and book funds.6 Hard minimum numbers for book collections, 
professional staff size, percentage of institutional budget to be allocated 
to libraries, and number of library seats were subsequently incorporated 
into the ALA “Standards for College Libraries” adopted in 1959.’The 
1975 revision of these standards, which remains in force today, specified 
numerical requirements for book collections, professional staff size, and 
building size.’ 
Thus, for almost forty years academic librarians have, with varying 
degrees of enthusiasm, espoused some quantitative standards for their 
libraries. For a like period, however, regional accrediting agencies have 
eschewed them. Although relations between the two groups have been 
marked throughout the years by considerable dialogue, substantial 
cooperation and notable goodwill, neither side has felt constrained to 
move toward the position of the other. Librarians feel that their opera- 
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tions must be judged against quantitative standards; associations of 
colleges feel just as strongly that they must not. 
Qualitative versus Quantitative Standards 
It has been the aggregate judgment of the academic library com- 
munity that, to be most useful, standards must comprise both qualita- 
tive and quantitative elements. Qualitative standards for libraries are 
easy to draft, and they easily gain consensual support. Almost everyone 
in higher education will agree that a college should have a “good” 
library. Vast disagreement arises, however, as soon as someone tries to 
attach numbers to the degree of “goodness” agreed upon, as soon as 
someone proposes that i t  is patently not possible to offer baccalaureate 
work with a library of fewer than x number of volumes, no matter how 
carefully chosen those volumes may be. Immediately a chorus begins- 
“How did you arrive at x?”; “I believe y is a better number”; “I vote for 
z”-except that the chorus is not orchestrated. Everyone has his own 
number, born of his own personal experience, predilections and 
insights. The preponderance of librarians, however, appears to sub-
scribe to the notion that in certain aspects of library service (such as 
collection or staff sizes) quality and quantity are separable only in 
theory, and that although i t  is possible to have quantity without qual- 
ity, it is not possible to have quality without a definable irreducible 
quantity. 
Key questions, of course, exist as to who should determine irreduci- 
ble quantities, and how they should go about doing it. There may have 
been a time in the adolescence of the profession when such quantities 
could be determined ex cathedra on the basis of expert testimony, as 
William Warner Bishop could opine that “the college with less than a 
hundred thousand volumes is but ill prepared to give modern work in 
the humanities and in science^."^ A half-century of democratization in 
the library community, however, has reduced even experts to “one-man, 
one-vote” status, and probably eliminated such sources from the profes- 
sion’s tool-kit forever. 
Quantitative standards, in recent decades, have sprung from the 
aggregate experience of the profession-to the degree that can be 
determined-rather than from the experience of individual experts. 
Standards must, almost by definition, arise from the possible; here, as in 
medicine, prescription can arise only out of previous description. Thus, 
the more the academic library industry knows about itself, the better 
able it will be to define its “normality,” to identify “normal behavior” 
among libraries, and then to expect it as a prerequisite to peer group 
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acceptance. If this suggests a strong relationship between quantitative 
standards and norms, so be it. 
Preparing the 1975 Revision 
In her excellent article in the October 1972 Library Trends, Helen 
M. Brown described thoroughly the antecedents and the intent of the 
1959 “Standards for College Libraries,” as well as their use up to 1972. 
The present report will begin where her account left off, with prepara- 
tion of the current revision of the “Standards,” how it came into being 
after 1972, and its impact upon college libraries up  to the present time. 
Brown reported the appointment in 1968 of an Association of 
College and Research Libraries (ACRL) subcommittee to prepare a 
revision of the 1959 “Standards.” That year, however, saw the begin- 
ning of a period of revolution in American society, and codified stan- 
dards, as codified laws, tend to be unpopular in times of revolution. 
Thus, in an effort to reflect the spirit of the era, that subcommittee 
brought in a draft not of hard standards, but of general recommenda- 
tions, which it denominated “Guidelines for College Libraries.” By the 
time the document was completed and presented to the ACRL college 
section membership for approbation in June 1971, however, the “revo- 
lution” had ended, and the group rejected the draft on precisely the basis 
that had first been considered its strength, namely, its avoidance of 
quantitative requirements. 
It took ACRL some time to regroup, but by mid-1973 the associa- 
tion had received one of the J. Morris Jones-World Book 
Encyclopedia-ALA Goals Awards (an award renewed the following 
year) and had appointed a new ad hoc committee to revise the 1959 
standards with Johnnie Givens in the chair. In planning its work, the 
new revision committee determined that i t  would observe certain princi- 
ples throughout. These principles were as follows: 
1, the revision would be sufficiently flexible to allow for variation based 
upon the unique purposes and profiles of individual institutions; 
2. the 	 revision would contain both qualitative and quantitative 
components; 
3. 	the document would be brief and couched in terminology which was 
comprehensible to informed laymen; 
4. 	wherever possible the revision would be capable of accommodating 
likely future developments; 
5 .  the revision would be sufficiently “political” to gain the approbation 
of ACRL; 
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6. since the committee was unable to engage in original research on its 
own recognizance, the revision would reflect only existing knowl- 
edge or belief. 
There was nothing new about these principles; implicitly or explicitly 
they were similar to those that had guided the 1959 standards committee 
as well. 
Similarities between the 1959 standards and the resulting 1975 
revision are substantial. Both begin with definitions of the kinds of 
institutions they are designed tocover. Both address directly the issues of 
collections, staff, buildings, budgets, administration, and services. The 
1959 document also contained a standard on interlibrary cooperation, 
but this is omitted in the 1975 text because cooperation was felt by the 
revision committee to be a rneans-an important means perhaps, but 
nonetheless a means, rather than an end in itself. Both contain quantita- 
tive requirements concerning collections, staff and buildings. The 1959 
rendition also included a quantitative statement on the percentage of 
institutional expenditure to be allocated to libraries, but in 1975 this is 
relegated to an accompanying gloss. 
There are also a number of notable differences between the two sets 
of standards. Among the more obvious differences are the format and 
auxiliary verb forms used in the two texts. In 1959 a continuous textual 
format was used, but the 1975 committee, concluding that some parts of 
its document were requirements while other parts were exegesis, divided 
the document into two sections: “Standards,” and an accompanying 
“Commentary” which attempted briefly to explain the rationale for the 
standards. This separation permits all standards to use the auxiliary 
verb form shall (reserved, according to the Oxford English Dictionary, 
“for solemn assertions of the certainty of future events”) rather than the 
somewhat weaker form should. 
It was the revision committee’s judgment that, although the quali- 
tative components of the new standards could be stated in uniform 
language and still be sufficiently flexible to accommodate the idiosyn- 
crasies of individual colleges, institutional uniqueness would necessi- 
tate variant treatments in the quantitative standards. The 1959 
document, for example, had based the ljbrary collection size require- 
ment upon the single institutional variable of enrollment. However, 
subsequent experience-recorded first in the Clapp- Jordan concept,” 
and later verified and adapted in several state education agencies”-had 
identified several other institutional characteristics that affect collection 
size, and had determined appropriate weightings to accompany those 
characteristics. Thus, the 1975 revision bases an institution’s collection 
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expectation not only on its enrollment, but also on the size of its 
teaching faculty and the level and extent of its academic program. 
The 1959 document also used enrollment as the only institutional 
variable in determining the number of seats in the library building. 
Again, however, subsequent experience, as documented both in text- 
books and in the work of several state agencies,12 enabled the revision 
committee to take institutional profiles more fully into account, and to 
provide a fuller basis for adjudging the spatial adequacy of library 
buildings. 
Insofar as staff size is concerned, the 1959 standards had called 
simply for a minimum of three librarians, and in its initial deliberations 
the 1975 committee could find no sound statistical basis for enlarging 
upon that requirement. Under membership pressure that arose late in 
its work, however, the committee was obliged to provide an expanded 
formula anyway, and Standard 4 (Formula B) was developed, taking 
into account not only enrollment, but also collection size and growth 
rate. Although the committee was reasonably confident that these were 
likely the appropriate factors to be considered, it was unable, within its 
resources or the time available, to refine or confirm the weightings 
which were incorporated into the final formula. Thus, unlike Formulas 
A and C, Formula B rests on a somewhat shaky foundation, and will 
probably be the first to fall in the face of rigorous research. 
A major innovation in the 1975 revision was the provision of letter 
grades representing the degrees to which individual libraries fulfilled 
these three quantitative standards. Borrowed from its earlier applica- 
tion to college libraries by the New York State Department of Educa-
tion,13 this scheme for the first time provided for all libraries, except the 
few that met fully the numerical requirement (and are likely to be too 
proud to slacken their efforts anyway), a continuing stimulus to seek 
improvement. In determining the percentages of fulfillment that would 
qualify for particular letter grades, the committee simply took current 
Higher Education General Information Survey (HEGIS) statistics and 
“forced” bell-curves so that approximately 12 percent of all covered 
colleges would receive A s ,  20 percent Bs, 35 percent Cs, and 20 percent 
Ds, while 12 percent would prove unacceptable. The general growth of 
collections since that time has no doubt resulted in some “grade infla- 
tion” in that category; staff reductions, on the other hand, may have 
brought about some deflation there.14 At any rate, periodic review and 
revision will be needed to keep these grading percentages useful. 
Some other, less obvious differences between the 1959 and the 1975 
standards include: 
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1. the 1975 standards do not require a college to hold legal title to the 
books made available to its students as long as the books are well 
selected and can be supplied as quickly as if they were college 
property; 
2. the 1975 standards permit collections to assume “no-growth” status 
after the numerical requirement is fulfilled; 
3. online catalogs and joint catalogs of the holdings of several institu- 
tions are allowed in the revision; 
4. 	students as well as faculty are now called for on library advisory 
committees; 
5. the librarian may now report 	to the “chief academic officer of the 
institution” in lieu of the president; 
6. it is no longer necessary for librarians to be on duty at all hours that 
the library is open; and 
7. the 1975 rendition mandates that an institution’s nonprint resources 
be administered by the library. 
Understandably, the 1959 and 1975 renditions also differed somewhat in 
the emphasis each placed upon certain aspects of library activity soas to 
reflect the sixteen years of changes that had occurred in the college 
environment. The revision, for example, lays greater stress on the 
faculty character of the librarian’s task and on the library needs of 
students in extension centers than had the 1959 standards. 
Gaining Approval of the Revision 
It is the fate of library standards in the United States that they can be 
effective only through the moral suasion that they can bring to bear 
upon the library peer community. Many have wished that an appro- 
priate body would assume responsibility for the hard enforcement of 
academic library standards, but that seems highly unlikely tooccur here 
for a long time to come. Unlike a ministry of education, the U.S. federal 
government lacks Constitutional authority to impose its will upon 
colleges. State governments, moreover, control only their state-
supported institutions, and regional accrediting agencies have long 
been unwilling to be specific in their requirements. Thus, the full 
burden of gaining implementation of the college library standards lies, 
as i t  has for a half-century, upon the shoulders of the peer group of 
academic libraries, and peer groups rely heavily upon persuasion and 
pressure to attain homogeneity before they resort to ostracism. Thus, i t  
is essential for any set of college library standards, if they are tohave any 
effect at all, to gain majority approbation in ACRL. 
SUMMER 1982 13 
DAVID U S E R  
As did the 1959 committee, therefore, so also did the revision 
committee take great pains to seek out the advice of a wide spectrum of 
interested groups and individuals and to keep relevant publics informed 
at every point in its deliberations. Innumerable ideas and suggestions 
were forthcoming in the many meetings and public hearings that were 
held, and heavy correspondence resulted from the circulation of early 
drafts. CRL News reported on one session held by the committee with 
representatives of professional associations and accrediting bodies, not- 
ing that “a faculty member attacked the standards for being too  weak on 
faculty status, college officials challenged them for meddling in the 
affairs of presidents and boards of trustees, and library administrators 
criticized them for prescribing how a library should be run.”15Continu- 
ing and ad hoc pressure groups filed reports calling for stronger state- 
ments of concern in their areas of special interest. Enthusiasts for 
bibliographic instruction, interlibrary cooperation, faculty status, 
intellectual freedom, and a host of other issues helped the committee 
understand more fully the significance of their concerns. Most respon- 
dents felt that the numerical requirements proposed were either too 
high or too low, or were inappropriate, or should be recast. Several 
librarians supplied copies of standards that they themselves had written, 
suggesting that these standards be substituted for the committee’s 
rendition. 
All of these responses, of course, helped in their way to sharpen the 
committee’s working drafts, to bring them more fully into accord with 
latent professional consensus, and ultimately, to make its revision toler- 
able to a substantial majority of the persons in attendance at the ACRL 
1975 membership meeting in San Francisco. This last draft was then 
formally adopted by the ACRL Board of Directors at the same confer- 
ence on July 3. 
Subsequent Developments 
The 1975 standards were put to work immediately. Local libraries 
applied them to themselves for purposes of upgrading and develop- 
ment. States from Wisconsin to Mississippi used them to assess the 
quality of college library service within their boundaries. Their appear- 
ance was particularly timely for the massive study of all libraries in the 
nation, undertaken that year by the National Commission on Libraries 
and Information Science and published under the title National Znven- 
tory of Library Needs, 2975.16Members of the revision committee were 
called upon to advise in their implementation by individual institu- 
tions, by state agencies and by state and regional library associations. 
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The standards’ influence was felt abroad as governments and library 
organizations in other countries reviewed them for ideas and concepts 
applicable elsewhere. In June 1979, the ACRL Board of Directors 
approved the recommendation of the ACRL Standards and Accredita- 
tion Committee that “An Evaluative Checklist for Reviewing a College 
Library Program” be adopted and published, and this was done.I7 
Lest the 1975 standards become dated or inapplicable, however, 
ACRL promptly appointed monitoring bodies to keep watch over 
them. An ad hoc group was appointed in 1976, with members drawn 
from ACRL’s College Libraries Section and its Standards and Accredi- 
tation Committee, with instructions “to review, and to revise when 
necessary, the 1975 Standards for College Libraries.”” Three years later 
the College Libraries Section also appointed its own ad hoc Committee 
on Standards and Guidelines for the College Library.lg Both of these 
committees have made substantial studies in efforts to determine where- 
in revision appears to be warranted. 
Generally speaking, all studies to date have reported fairly high 
levels of satisfaction among academic library directors with the effec- 
tiveness and appropriateness of the 1975 standards. The most compre- 
hensive of these studies, conducted in 1981,* found that between 83 and 
86 percent of college library directors felt that each of the eight num- 
bered standards was either “useful” or “moderately useful.” As regards 
the three quantitative requirements for collections, staff and building 
space, the same study found that 72,78 and 80.2 percent, respectively, of 
responding library directors felt that they were either adequate or close 
to adequate. More than 94 percent claimed to be “familiar” with the 
standards, and only 13 percent reported that they had not used them in 
one way or another for the betterment of their libraries. A survey of the 
perceptions and use of the 1975 standards among directors of libraries in 
predominantly black colleges in several southeastern states reported 
somewhat similar findings, although at a little lower level of 
satisfaction.” 
Meanwhile, a study comparing the three quantitative components 
of the 1975 standards against such data on these matters as could be 
gleaned from the 1977 HEGIS reports confirmed the intent of the 
revision committee that only small percentages of American college 
libraries would meet 100 percent of the formulas, earning, in effect, 
grades of 
Efforts to use the 1975 standards and studies into their effectiveness 
have revealed occasional misunderstandings regarding them, misun- 
derstandings which may arise either out of their lack of clarity or out of 
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careless reading of them. Among the most frequently recurring misun- 
derstandings are the following. 
1. Although in the “Commentary on Standard 8,” a statement is made 
that “library budgets ...which fall below six percent of the college’s 
total educational and general expenditures are seldom able to sustain 
the range of library programs required by the in~titution,”’~ this is 
not a standard, it is simply an observation. 
2. Likewise, where the “Commentary on Standard 2” avers that collec- 
tions “can seldom retain their requisite utility without sustaining 
annual gross growth rates, before withdrawals, of at least five per- 
cent,”24 no standard is being stated; this is a simple assertion. 
3. 	Microform materials can be counted toward fulfillment of the collec- 
tion requirement through the use of a volume-equivalency conver- 
sion ratio incorporated into Standard 2, Formula A. 
Future users and students of the 1975 standards should be cautious to 
note these areas of potential confusion, and future revisers should take 
care to make them clearer. 
The Future 
It is probably unrealistic to hope that the 1975 standards will serve 
for sixteen years, as did the 1959 standards; changes are taking place in 
the environment too fast today to permit that to happen. The revision 
committee aspired to produce a document that would last for ten years, 
and that hope now appears likely of fulfillment. Seven years have passed 
already, and since both of the previous drafts required two years from 
assignment to adoption, the 1975 revision seems certain to serve for at 
least nine years, even if a new revision were to be commissioned today. 
At any rate, it is reassuring to see that ACRL has appointed com- 
mittees to review the current utility of the 1975 document and to recom- 
mend such changes as are warranted. The 1975 document itself pointed 
to some additional areas wherein standards even then appeared needed, 
if i t  had been possible to develop them. “These include measures of 
library effectiveness and productivity,” it states in its introduction, “the 
requisite extent and configuration of nonprint resources and services, 
and methods for program evaluation.”25 The recent study by Hardesty 
and Bentley indicated continued high interest in developing standards 
on these matters, but only “medium” optimism that it is possible even 
today to find sufficient industry-wide consensus to permit their 
promulgation. 
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Research findings, of course, which can substitute sure and certain 
knowledge for opinion, belief and faith, should provide the proper 
foundations for quantitative standards. The advent over the last couple 
of decades, slow though it may have been, of more sophisticated and 
powerful research methodologies onto the library scene augurs well for 
future standards-makers. Optimizing and regression techniques, 
modeling, inputloutput analyses, and other research processes utilizing 
the capabilities of the computer, all promise better and more tenable 
standards in the years ahead. 
There will continue to be the inevitable time lags between the 
discovery of new knowledge and its admittance into the professional 
canon, as well as between attainment at the theoretical level and utiliza- 
tion at the applied level. It takes time for knowledge to displace popular 
belief, especially knowledge originating in the rarified atmosphere of 
the research laboratory. Standards in the future, as have standards in the 
past, will require consensual support to be effective, and consensus 
comes only through diffusion and adoption. Those tend to be slow 
processes indeed. 
It also appears that college library standards could be better written 
if the college library community could agree on a specific purpose for 
them. Different librarians want standards for different purposes; indeed, 
often the same librarian wants standards for different purposes at differ- 
ent times, as perhaps to prove to his colleagues how good his library is, 
and to his president how poor it is. 
This diversity of intent is well expressed in an oft-quoted statement 
introducing the Standards for South African Public Libraries: “Stan-
dards may be interpreted variously as the pattern of an ideal, a model 
procedure, a measure for appraisal, a stimulus for future development 
and improvement, and as an instrument to assist decision and action not 
only by librarians themselves but by laymen concerned indirectly with 
the institution, planning, and administration of ...library services.”26 
Now that is a lot to expect from a single document. An “ideal” is, by 
definition, unattainable, but an attainable goal serves much better as a 
“stimulus” for improvement than an unattainable goal. The 1975 docu- 
ment emphasized the stimulation of improvement, and in so doing 
presented a set of conditions which a few bellwether libraries may 
already have fulfilled, thereby denying to that small minority the benefit 
of stimulation made available to the majority. In that sense, the present 
standards are not of equal utility to all institutions. Whether or not 
future standards-makers will be able to redress this inequity remains to 
be seen. 
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Two-Year College Learning Resources Standards 
JAMES 0.WALLACE 
STANDARDSAPPLICABLE TO two-year colleges are at the same time the 
oldest and the most recent of the current academic library standards. 
This seeming paradox is possible because the current standards were 
approved in 1972 (prior to either the present college or the university 
library standards), and because they were supplemented by quantitative 
standards in 1979 and underwent a review process for the basic docu- 
ment in 1981. The 1972 date is significant for two-year institutions, 
because the statement which was then adopted represented cooperation 
in development and endorsement by the three national associations 
most concerned. 
The American Association of Community and Junior Colleges and 
the Association of College and Research Libraries (ACRL) started the 
process which resulted in the basic standards statement in 1967. Their 
representatives were joined several years later by members of a task force 
appointed by the Association for Educational Communications and 
Technology (AECT), who made significant contributions to the final 
document. Public hearings were conducted at the national meetings of 
all three associations before the final acceptance. It was not until 1972 
that each association completed the approval process for the “Guide- 
lines for Two-Year College Learning Resources Programs,” as the 
statement was designated.’ The name reflects the difference in philo- 
sophy and organizational structure between the two-year institution 
and other academic library standards. 
James 0.Wallace is Director of Learning Resources, San Antonio College, San Antonio, 
Texas. 
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“Guidelines” consists entirely of qualitative criteria to be applied 
to the colleges. In contrast to both the college and the university stan- 
dards, no quantitative criteria were included in the basic document, no 
assumption is made that each two-year institution will be more or less 
identical to every other, and no pattern is prescribed for the administra- 
tive structure within the institution. All provision for learning resour- 
ces made on the campus of any two-year college-public or private, 
community college or junior college, technical institute or two-year 
branch of a senior institution-is included. The document is concerned 
not only with a library or a learning resources center, but also with 
provision for learning resources, including audiovisual production and 
services, throughout the campus. Because it  is concerned with all 
aspects of learning resources, wherever they may be located and however 
they may be placed in the institutional administrative structure, the 
“Guidelines” document is not just a library set of standards. Besides 
differing from standards for senior colleges and universities, “Guide- 
lines” was a departure from previous standards for junior and commu- 
nity colleges. The history of standards for two-year institutions, 
including the development of “Guidelines” has been published in an 
earlier article,2 so this account will concentrate upon developments 
since 1972. 
Given its radical departures from previous standards for junior 
colleges, one might assume that there would be strong opposition to 
“Guidelines.” An earlier statement of standards had indeed aroused 
strenuous opposition from a number of junior college administrators. 
Part of their protest was against the presumptuousness, as they then saw 
it, of recommendations about junior colleges being made by librarians 
or any group other than the chief administrators. Additionally, there 
was considerable disagreement with the minimum collection size of 
20,000, a number that was then (1960) exceeded by very few junior 
colleges. 
However, there was surprising acceptance of the document, consid- 
ering the major change in philosophy-the integration of library and 
audiovisual services, the inclusion of production of these services, and 
the involvement of learning resources actively in instruction. Proof of 
the success of thedocument, and of the extent that two-yearinstitutions 
had matured, is indicated by the very few adverse reactions. Some few 
individuals expressed disappointment about the lack of quantitative 
requirements or suggested minor changes in wording of specific crite- 
ria, but the “Guidelines” received general acceptance in the two-year 
institutions. The extensive hearings and the long period of develop- 
ment during which many problems had been resolved probably contrib- 
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uted significantly, as did the absence of more controversial quantitative 
criteria, but the continued acceptance contrasts with the shorter life 
span of the other academic standards. 
In the introduction to “Guidelines,” expectation was voiced that 
“these guidelines may serve as the foundations for research and for 
experimentation in organization, structure, and service^."^ In general, 
this has occurred. The many varying titles of the chief administrator 
involved and the divergent components of the learning resources pro- 
grams support the latter expectation. The statement has also been 
utilized for research and other purposes. 
One of the first individuals not directly involved in its development 
to write about “Guidelines” was Fritz Veit.4 He used the statement 
throughout his book as he examined library services and learning 
resources provided in two-year colleges. He also noted endorsement of 
and use of the statement by state groups, especially in Illinois and 
Washington. 
Other studies were conducted by Nieball, Berning, Thomson, 
Webb, and the team of Clark and Hirschman. Nieball found that a 
majority of the Texas institutions had utilized the qualitative state- 
ments by 1974, and that there was a high degree of correlation between 
the criteria and the actual practices and procedures. The only criteria 
where small numbers of Texas institutions were involved were those 
relating to network participation and formal cooperative arrangements 
with other l ibrar ie~.~ 
Berning’s study of public two-year colleges in Colorado found 
somewhat less correlation6 Criteria least often met related to nonprint 
facilities and equipment, adequacy of budgets, lack of trained staff, and 
absence of faculty rank. Colorado has not been among the states usually 
identified as being in the forefront of developments among two-year 
colleges; Berning’s study reveals the transition from traditional library 
services to learning resources programs. Since this transition has 
occurred in the maturing of most two-year institutions, Berning’s study 
could be the foundation for a later study on the impact of “Guidelines” 
in that state. 
Thomson used a grant from the Council on Library Resources to 
survey services and budgets in a selected group of community colleges. 
Her study was not a study of the “Guidelines,” but her observations and 
conclusions attest to their use and applicability.’ Her study also high- 
lights the diversity which is both a characteristic and a strength of 
two-year institutions, but which makes standards difficult to develop. 
Webb, in a more recent study, had a group of ninety persons- 
almost equally divided among presidents, deans and administrators of 
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learning resources in Florida public colleges-rank the criteria in order 
of importance.8 As could be anticipated, many of the individual criteria 
rated by respondents were ranked the full range, from important to 
insignificant. The differences in perception among the three groups 
was often revealing. Nearly two-thirds indicated the need for quantita- 
tive standards, but for quite different reasons. In general, “Guidelines” 
fared well, but i t  was interesting that presidents seemed to be more aware 
of the statement than deans. 
Clark and Hirschman used “Guidelines” to study Ohio institu- 
t i o n ~ . ~They found that in one-third of the colleges, media and other 
learning resources were separated administratively, but that there was 
evidence of the leadership role of the statement on structure. They 
concluded that “Guidelines” was a useful tool, that i t  provided basic 
theory, and that it did furnish a set of objectives to be used as a basis for 
evaluation of performance by the colleges. 
To a lesser degree, use of “Guidelines” has been made in other 
studies. Giles described the great significance of the statement in bridg- 
ing the philosophical gap between the traditional print-related library 
services and services related to learning, instruction, and instructional 
systems. She found in the statement “enough flexibility to meet the 
special needs of individual institutions and to deal with whatever new 
media may emerge in the future.”” Terwilliger found the statement to 
be in accord with the instructional role. The concepts contained pro- 
vided the basis for “continuity to the entire educational program.”” 
The impact of a strong learning resources program was illustrated with 
specific examples. 
Three books also deserve mention. Allen and Allen completed their 
study12 shortly after publication of “Guidelines.” While their study was 
more comprehensive, dealing with management of many more specific 
items, their conclusions were harmonious with the criteria. Bender’s 
more recent book13 did study reaction to criteria statements, most of 
which were based on “Guidelines” directly, or were amplifications of it. 
He found widespread favorable reaction to the essential criteria. Over 81 
percent of the institutions in his study had combined learning resources 
services, with only 7 percent retaining only print-related library servi- 
ces. Throughout his book there is evidence of the useful impact of 
“Guidelines” upon patterns of organization and services. That this 
influence reached beyond the two-year college can be found in a book by 
Burlingame, Fields and Schulzetenberg about learning resources cen- 
ters in four-year institution^.'^ They make several references to the 
“Guidelines” and to the opinions and experiences of personnel in 
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two-year institutions, and many inferences about it as they discuss the 
organization and functions of such centers in senior colleges. 
The role of “Guidelines” in the accreditation process has been 
discussed in several conference^.'^ The document has been recognized as 
appropriate to the self-study process that culminates in the regional 
accreditation of the institution. (Indeed, it would be unlikely that the 
accrediting associations, in their thrust for quality higher education, 
would ignore a basic statement emanating from three such major associ- 
ations.) It is not, however, an accreditation document in the sense that 
an institution failing to meet or ignoring one or more of the criteria 
would automatically endanger its accreditation. The learning resources 
program is but one, although important, aspect of the accreditation of 
an entire institution. It is unreasonable to expect any regional accredit- 
ing association to use “Guidelines” directly in their evaluation of an 
institution, but its use in the self-study process would be acceptable to 
the accrediting associations. 
Use has been made of “Guidelines” for statewide planning for 
community colleges. A typical example of this process is the state of 
Illinois. There the statement was supported implicitly, but quantitative 
standards for identification and meeting of statewide needs were devel- 
oped to support the statement.16These quantitative standardsdealt with 
collection size, staff, adequacy of physical facilities, and requirements 
for budgetary support. 
State needs, as in Illinois, along with the recurring criticism of the 
lack of quantitative standards in “Guidelines,” were not ignored by the 
Standards Committee and the ACRL Board, but difficulties in develop- 
ing acceptable standards were also recognized. Probably the strongest 
evidence of the impact of the absence ofsome authoritative professional 
measurements was reflected in the assessment of library needs made for 
the National Commission on Libraries and Information Science 
(NCLIS).” The consultants to NCLIS who were given the task of 
assessment, lacking any formulated standards, were forced to hypothe- 
size numerical criteria for two-year colleges. A minimum collection, for 
example, w a s  assumed to be 40,00Ovolumes, plus an additional number 
of print or audiovisual items for each full-timeequivalent (FTE) faculty 
and student and for each field of study. With one-third of all two-year 
institutions having under 1000 FTE enrollments, and with such esti- 
mated measurements in collections and other areas, it is understandable 
that the study determined that there were significant deficiencies in 
almost every two-year institution. While deficiencies exist, to be sure, 
this was a case of measurement by the wrong scale. Although assess- 
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ments such as this are probably harmless, the time spent would have 
been more useful .and appropriate had acceptable quantitative stan- 
dards been available. 
In spring 1975, the ACRL appointed an ad hoc subcommittee to 
attempt to develop quantitative standards for two-year colleges. Wil- 
liam J. Hoffman was the first chairman; after several years he resigned 
and was replaced by James 0.Wallace. The remainder of the subcom- 
mittee, including two representatives of AECT, remained the same until 
the subcommittee completed its assignment. 
Hoffman has written about the problems faced by the subcommit- 
tee.18 The major problem was the lack of a clear identification of the 
components of the learning resources program which were common to 
all two-year institutions. While library services were to be found in all of 
the colleges, the varieties of other units showed an amazing mixture of 
responsibilities. The best available study (by Peterson) had shown that, 
although some common components could be found, there were many 
discrete services across the country.lg Making standards which were 
conditional upon the presence of a specific service was no solution. 
Another apparent problem was the difference between develop- 
ment of standards objectively, in terms of needs for services; and devel- 
opment of criteria based upon a methodology which identified similar 
communities and related existing resources to those communities, and 
use of these to develop acceptable levels of resources. The final docu- 
ment, as later developed, was based on the latter procedure, because for 
all its obvious flaws, agreement was attainable. 
The third problem faced by the subcommittee was the absence of 
appropriate national statistics. Information on existent holdings by 
two-year colleges of all types of materials-print and audiovisual-was 
essential to test the validity of any quantitative figures developed. Lack 
of such statistics had been one of the major reasons “Guidelines” did not 
include an appendix with quantitative criteria in 1972. Such statistics 
finally became available in 1977 when the National Center for Educa- 
tion Statistics published the 1975 library statistics gatheredas part of the 
annual Higher Education General Information Survey (HEGIS).” In 
their 1975 survey, for the first time, detailed holdings of specific forms of 
print and audiovisual media were requested and received from the 
institutions surveyed. With these statistics available, it was possible to 
relate quantitative values to institutional conditions as the standards 
were developed. 
After agonizing for several years over possible ways to meet its 
assignment, general agreement was reached by members of the subcom- 
mittee that every element in a learning resources program could not be 
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covered. Seven possible elements were finally identified; six are in the 
final document. Using the 1975 HEGIS figures, computer studies were 
made of the possible elements of staff and collection size by size of the 
student body based on FTE enrollments. One of the seven elements was 
resolved by citation to a comprehensive study of space needs21 made in 
California; this was so well done that duplication was unnecessary. The 
subcommittee had only to prepare a table indicatingcorrelation to FTE 
enrollment. 
By 1978 the subcommittee hadagreed on a preliminary draft, which 
was published in March 1979.= A few minor changes, including elimi- 
nation of the attempt to develop user standards, were made before the 
final text was approved by the Committee on Standards and Accredita- 
tion and the ACRL Board on June 28, 1979.% The AECT Executive 
Board concurred at their fall meeting. The resultant document, State-
ment on Quantitative Standards for Two-Year College Learning 
Resources Programs, was published separately by ACRL in 1979. 
The Statement introduced several new concepts. One of these was 
the creation of five levels through which an institution could evaluate 
itself. This was done in the document by including in the tables “min- 
imal” and “good” levels, which made possible a level representing less 
than “minimal,” a level between the two, and a level above “good,” 
which would “usually be found to have the capability of providing 
outstanding service^.^'^^ Even though this action could be, and has been, 
challenged as an apparent conflict with the statement in the introduc- 
tion to “Guidelines” “not to establish minimal (oraccreditation) stan- 
dards,”% the subcommittee did not consider the use of minimal levels 
for self-evaluation as being in conflict with the standards used in accred- 
itation by a regional association. A collection below minimum profes- 
sional standards would be a concern by an accrediting team during their 
visit, but the collection size should have been a concern of the institution 
long before the accreditation visit. 
Another new concept not found in other academic library standards 
was the expectation that all resources on the entire campus would be 
considered in determining the size of the collection and other quantita- 
tive elements. Provision for obtaining materials through renting or 
borrowing, as in the case of motion pictures, was equally supportive to 
institutional needs, as was the spending of the sameamounts toacquire 
infrequently used items. The size of the collection is expressed in biblio- 
graphical unit equivalents (BUE), a new term used to represent the 
concept that volumes or items alonedid not sufficiently differentiate the 
impact of all types of materials. Five films rented or borrowed, for 
example, were equated to one item owned. Some audiovisual items 
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owned were also counted as a fraction of a unit: fifty individual slides 
(not in sets) were equated to one BUE, as were five microcards or five 
uncataloged microfiche. 
An attempt was made by the subcommittee to devise a measurement 
for user services. The point made by Hoffman that standards should be 
based on services could not be followed, because there was no objective 
or quantitative method available for satisfactory measurement of all 
types of user services. In the published preliminary draft, a long and 
detailed list of possible user services statistics was includedas an appen- 
dix. Ideally, the collection of such statistics nationally could make 
possible the development of quantitative standards developed from 
services provided. For the present this ideal was not possible; the list was 
deleted from the Statement as adopted. 
The most comprehensive use of the Statement has been made by 
Carpenter.26 Using the 1977 HEGIS data, he applied the quantitative 
standards in the draft document to the data available for two-year 
institutions. Not all the variables were adequately represented in the 
available statistics, particularly those on space and equipment. Some of 
the audiovisual media were grouped under “other recorded materials,” 
and figures for motion pictures and videotapes were combined, but 
Carpenter was able to adjust most of the items to theavailablestatistics. 
Carpenter’s study included data from 1145 institutions. In size, 32 
percent had fewer than 1000 FTE students; this finding included 82 
percent of the private junior colleges, but only 19percentof the publicly 
controlled institutions. Another one-third of the institutions had fewer 
than 3000FTE students. At the other extreme, ten institutions had more 
than 9000 FTE students. 
On reading the results of Carpenter’s study for the first time, the 
number of institutions not meeting minimal levels seems excessive. 
Large numbers of institutions, particularly the smaller ones, were mis- 
erably below the minimum collection size. There was prevalent under- 
staffing and inadequate financial support in many institutions. On the 
other hand, there are institutions which exceed the good level, institu- 
tions which would be recognized as excellent institutions on a majority, 
if not all, of the criteria. 
The existence of either extreme among two-year colleges is no 
surprise. To have the quantitative standards met in advance by most 
institutions would raise even more questions about the validity of the 
measures suggested. The incentive value of quantitative standards must 
be recognized. In 1960, the first accepted quantitative standard for 
collection size (of 20,000volumes) was formulated when an ovenvhelm- 
ing two-thirds of the colleges did not reach that size. In Carpenter’s 
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study, 80 percent of the institutions had in excess of 20,000volumes. It 
remains for future studies to assess the changes in another decade. 
One unstated obstacle to full reliance on Carpenter’s study, aside 
from the lack of comprehensiveness in the available data, is the strong 
probability that the HEGIS report, directed as i t  was to college and 
university libraries, did not include full institutional statistics for many 
elements in a learning resources program. It will never be known how 
many units were omitted, how many staff were not counted because of 
organizational structure that placed personnel in a different component 
from libraries, and how many resources were overlooked. But it is 
certain that for many two-year institutions, only the library holdings, 
staff and finances were included. These are only part of a learning 
resources program for which the Statement was intended to measure. 
Recognizing such limitations does not negate the value of Carpenter’s 
study; conditions in many institutions, however, may be better than the 
study indicates. 
Subsequent to the publication of the draft, the subcommittee 
received communications from librarians and higher education offi-
cials in Colorado, British Columbia, Massachusetts, Alaska, Tennessee, 
North Carolina, Wisconsin, and in several other states, about use of the 
Statement in planning. Although i t  is too early to monitor all the 
applications as they occur, i t  is certain that the Statement is being used 
for self-assessment by individual institutions, as well. 
Simultaneously with the work of the ad hoc subcommittee (which 
was guided by ACRL), the AECT agreed to provide the guidance for a 
review of “Guidelines.” A task force was appointed under the chairman- 
ship of Richard C. Decker for this purpose. Several individuals, includ- 
ing Decker, served on both the subcommittee and the task force, so there 
was constant communication. ACRL representatives served on the task 
force, as well. While there was no official representative from the Ameri- 
can Association of Community and Junior Colleges (AAC JC), staff of 
that association were kept informed of the work of both groups. 
The task force reviewed “Guidelines” sentence by sentence. 
Changes to eliminate possible sexist language and to amplify certain 
criteria were suggested. The core of the document was found still to be 
germane. With some rearrangements and a few deletions, the task force 
recommended the changes to the three associations. A new definition of 
a two-year institution suggested by AACJC was incorporated to clarify 
that the document was designed for all types of two-year institutions. 
The proposed revisions were considered by the ACRL Committee 
on Standards and Accreditation at the 1981 ALA conference in San 
Francisco, and were then accepted by the ACRL Board.”They had been 
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previously approved by AECT. The revised “Guidelines,” along with 
the Statement, have recently been published.% With the revisions made 
in 1981,the standards for two-year colleges become the most recent, as 
well as the oldest, of the academic library standards. 
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BEVERLY P. LYNCH 
THEFIRST STATEMENT on “Standards for University Libraries” in the 
United States was adopted in 1978 by the Association of Research 
Libraries (ARL) and in 1979 by the Association of College and Research 
Libraries (ACRL), a division of the American Library Association. The 
impetus to prepare the university library standards began in 1967 and 
came from university librarians who were impressed with the overall 
effect the 1959 “Standards for College Libraries” had in upgrading 
college libraries. In 1959 only a few libraries in the 1500or socolleges in 
the United States could meet the minimums set forth in the standards. 
By 1970 these libraries had improved substantially in the very ways the 
standards proposed. 
Although there was agreement on the apparent need for university 
library standards, there were difficulties in developing the standards. 
The difficulties stemmed from lack of agreement on the definition of 
“university” and disagreement over whether standards should be quan- 
titative or qualitative. The statement finally adopted is qualitative in 
nature. It excludes quantitative standards, although it does recommend 
statistical methods useful for comparing one library with others. 
Definition of Universities and Colleges 
Preparation of the standards wasaided by the publication in 1973 of 
A Classification of Institutions of Higher Education.’ Prepared by the 
Beverly P. Lynch is University Librarian, University of Illinois at Chicago Circle. 
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Carnegie Commission on Higher Education and based on 1970 data, the 
classification was revised in 1976.2 The standards for university libraries 
are designed for those 184 institutions classified by the Carnegie Com- 
mission as Research Universities I (N=51), Research Universities I1 (N 
= 47), Doctorate-Granting Universities I (N = 56), and Doctorate- 
Granting Universities I1 (N = 30). The Carnegie classification is based 
on the number of doctoral degrees awarded and the amount of total 
federal support of academic science generated over a period of several 
academic years. The Carnegie list includes a few institutions that did 
not quite meet the criteria, because of the high quality of their research 
and graduate training. 
Between 1970 and 1976 a number of universities were added to the 
list and some changes occurred within categories, particularly within 
the doctorate-granting categories. The list of the fifty leading research 
universities composing the Research Universities I category was nearly 
unchanged. Three institutions were added to the category in 1976: 
Colorado State University, Oregon State University, and Boston Uni- 
versity. Each of these had been classified as Research Universities I1 in 
the first edition. Three universities were excluded from the Research 
Universities I category in 1976: the University of Kentucky, Rutgers, and 
Vanderbilt University, each dropping into the Research Universities I1 
category. Eight universities moved from the Doctorate-Granting Uni- 
versities I category into the Research Universities I1 category. Sixteen 
moved into the Doctorate-Granting I category, and thirteen moved into 
the Doctorate-Granting Universities I1 category. Using the Carnegie 
Commission’s classification, librarians can determine easily whether 
standards for university libraries should be applied to a particular 
library, or whether the standards for college libraries should apply. 
Early Efforts 
In 1967 ACRL undertook its first efforts to prepare university 
library standards. It called twenty people to a meeting in January of that 
year to discuss smndards. These people represented university libraries, 
accrediting agencies, the Council of Graduate Schools in the United 
States, and the Council on Library Resources (CLR). Later that year, 
ACRL appointed an ad hoc committee to consider possible standards. 
In November the CLR funded a twoday conference at Boston Univer- 
sity. Twelve people attended, representing ACRL, ARL, CLR, The 
Carnegie Corporation of New York, and the U.S. Office of Ed~cat ion .~  
The Boston conferees concluded that development of standards for 
university libraries was possible and desirable. They recommended that 
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ACRL and ARL appoint a joint committee to develop such standards. 
The conferees called attention to thediffering organizational patterns of 
universities, and suggested that the joint committee give careful atten- 
tion to the number and quality of academic majors, graduate programs, 
professional schools, and research institutions, along with considera- 
tion of the numbers of students, teaching faculty, research personnel, 
and other staff members. It was furtherrecommended that the statement 
of standards include qualitative and quantitative criteria wherever pos-
sible in the following areas: functions of the library, staff, collections, 
facilities, budget, services, and cooperative programs. The conferees 
urged that available statistical data be analyzed to form the base on 
which quantitative standards would be developed.‘ 
In 1968 the ARLIACRL joint committee was appointed under the 
chairmanship of Robert B. Downs. Its members were Clifton Brock, Jr., 
Gustave A. Harrer, John W. Heussman, Jay K. Lucker, John P. 
McDonald, and Ellsworth G. Mason. 
The Downs Committee 
From the beginning, the Downs committee followed the sugges- 
tions emanating from the Boston conference. The committee’s 
approach was to prepare a set of criteria for excellence for university 
libraries, basing the criteria on the best current practice. To determine 
best practice, the committee identified fifty leading university libraries 
in the United States and Canada and collected data from them on 
finances, resources, personnel, space, circulation, administration, and 
professional school libraries. Of these fifty universities selected by the 
committee in 1968, thirty-four were classified in the 1976 Carnegie list as 
Research Universities I, twelve as Research Universities 11, two were 
classified as Doctorate-Granting Universities I, and two were Canadian 
universities. 
The data were published in a paper, “Standards for University 
Libraries,” prepared by Robert B. Downsand John W. Heu~sman.~The 
data are for 1967-68 and are aggregated. The average is reported, as are 
the median, the range, and the figures for the first and third quartiles. 
Using the data, a university library can be compared to the selected fifty 
in a number of areas. A library thus can be measured against a group of 
fifty peer institutions, or to an excellent group to which the particular 
library might aspire. 
The relationship of total library expenditures to total university 
expenditures, is a matter of interest to many library administrators. 




tures, compared to the university’s general and educational expendi- 
tures, ranged from a low of 1.6 to a high of 8.6. The median was 3.6; and 
the average of the fifty leading institutions was 3.5. 
The relationships of total library expenditures to salaries and 
wages, books, periodicals and bindings, and general expenses are other 
statistics found to be useful for comparative purposes. As reported in 
1967-68, the percentage of total library expenditures for salaries and 
wages averaged 57.2 percent. The median was 56percent. The range was 
43.6-67.8 percent. Library expenditures for books, periodicals and bind- 
ings averaged 33.8 percent; the median was 36.5, and the range was 
21.2-50 percent. 
What is the appropriate size of the library’s collection? Downs and 
Heussman reported the average for the fifty leading libraries to be 
1,989,188 total volumes as of June 30, 1968. The median was 1,456,684 
volumes, with a range of 890,000-7,920,387 volumes. 
The committee continued its work. Having struggled with the 
definition of “university,” it adopted the Carnegie classification as soon 
as it appeared in 1973. Late in 1974, the committee presented a prelimi- 
nary report to ARL.’ The committee proposed standards in the areas of 
resources, personnel, space, finances, public service, and administra- 
tion. With regard to finances, for example, the committee stated: 
It should be noted that some university presidents object toa percent- 
age standard for library budgets on the ground that there is great 
diversity of “institutional environments” and of “missions” among 
individual institutions. 
In realistic terms, one has to recognize that the university library’s 
share of total funds is generally well under the old ACRLfive percent 
figure and far below the Canadian utopia of ten percent ....Among the 
50 libraries reporting, ...the average was 3.5 and the median 3.6 per- 
cent. The Joint Committee believes, nevertheless, that five percent 
standard is still reasonable as a minimum for the maintenance of 
high-quality libraries.’ 
The 5 percent recommendation was one of several departures the com- 
mittee made from the norms emerging from the data collected from the 
fifty leading universities. The 1974 report also recommended that the 
standard for salaries and wages as a total of the library’s budget should 
range between 60and 65 percent; book, periodical and binding expendi- 
tures should range between 30 and 35 percent, and general expenses 
between 5 and 10 percent. 
The committee recommended that the minimum size of the collec- 
tion for those libraries in categories Research Universities I and I1be 1.5 
million. It recommended 1 million volumes for Doctorate-Granting 
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Universities I, and 750,000 for Doctorate-Granting Universities 11. Its 
basic recommendation on collections was that the ARL/ACRL stan- 
dard be the general Clapp- Jordan formula.* 
The final report of the Downs Committee on University Library 
Standards was presented to the ARL membership at its May 1975 meet- 
ing.g The emphasis of the report was the same as the committee’s 
preliminary report. Specific, concrete criteria were presented as stan- 
dards. The committee had added an introductory statement on the 
“Significance of University Libraries” and a section on library coopera- 
tion. It had removed the fixed formula for staffing, noting that libraries 
are in a period of transition, and that fixed formulas would be of 
doubtful validity from a long-range point of view. The committee did 
not believe its report to be suitable for adoption as a code of standards. 
Rather, it expected the ARL and ACRL to appoint a subsequent com- 
mittee to formulate a code of standards based upon its report.” 
The Smith Committee 
Later in 1975, a new joint committee was appointed with Eldred 
Smith as chair. The original members were Calvin Boyer, William 
Kurth, Stanley McElderry, Richard Talbot, Melvin Voigt, and David R. 
Watkins. Upon the retirement of Voigt and the death of Kurth, Beverly 
Lynch was appointed to the committee. The committee’s work was 
assisted by a J.  Morris JonedALA Goals Award and by the Council on 
Library Resources, which supported a meeting in 1977 of the committee 
members with representatives of the regional accrediting associations 
and various higher education groups. 
The committee moved quickly to review the work of the Downs 
committee and to determine the areas in which i t  would propose stan- 
dards. In order to make a more informed judgment about the utility or 
desirability of quantitative standards, the committee gathered data from 
libraries in the four Carnegie Commission categories. It tested three 
approaches to quantitative formulas: (1)the Washington State Formula 
as proposed in the 1974 preliminary report of the Downs committee,” 
(2)the collection development formula proposed by Melvin Voigt,12and 
(3) the regression formulas developed by Baumol and Marcus.13 Based 
upon the results of its tests, the committee concluded that neither the 
Washington State nor Voigt formulas could be used to produce national 
quantitative standards for university libraries. The results were too 
variable to be useful guides for practice across the total spectrum of 
university libraries. 
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In making its assessment, the committee assumed that if the formu- 
las were to be useful, the ratios of actual value to value predicted by the 
formula should be within 20 percent of unity, and the individual ratios 
for most of the institutions in any category should be within f20 
percent of unity. In nearly every case, the Washington State and Voigt 
formulas failed one or both of these tests. For public services and 
technical services staff in U.S. libraries, for example, the formulas 
greatly overpredicted the number of staff required. For periodicals, the 
formulas consistently underpredicted the number of periodicals in uni- 
versity libraries. This was especially true for the largest private univer- 
sity libraries. 
The regression analyses based upon the work of Baumol and Mar- 
cus offered a more promising approach. The analyses depend upon 
grouping similar institutions into separate categories and havingreadi- 
ly available data for comparative purposes. The analysis does not yield a 
standard; it does enable institutions to be compared systematically with 
others. Data are available for those libraries that are members of the 
Association of Research Libraries. Since the adoption of the standards, 
ACRL has begun to collect and report data for those university libraries 
not members of ARL. 
The survey by the committee also sought comments about stan- 
dards from librarians. The results were as expected. Librarians in the 
larger, wealthier institutions-especially the private ones-were 
opposed to quantitative standards. The librarians in these institutions 
believed that standards would be based upon minimum levels far below 
what had.been achieved already by their libraries. Libraries in smaller, 
less wealthy, chiefly public institutions were more supportive of quan- 
titative standards developed within the profession. 
The dilemma posed to the committee by the predictable division of 
opinion led to the abandonment of the notion of quantitative standards. 
The committee, in proposing the use of regression analysis, recognized 
that even within the more precise Carnegie Commission categories, the 
potential for comparing institutions at either end of the spectrum 
would lead to invalid comparisons. The committee therefore recom- 
mended the acceptance of common techniques rather than quantitative 
standards. It urged the profession to develop quantitative measures that 
would lead to useful institutional comparisons, rather than to develop 
quantitative national standards that at best would be ignored, and at 
worst, rejected. 
Standards applied to university and college libraries in the United 
States are developed voluntarily. Once adopted officially by the profes- 
LIBRARY TRENDS 38 
University Libraries 
sional associations, librarians seek to persuade administrators, budget 
officers, various accrediting agencies, and other agencies of the useful- 
ness of standards for evaluative purposes. The process is a deliberate 
one. It moves in what appears to be a very leisurely fashion. In thecase of 
the development of university library standards, the process took twelve 
years. 
T h e  Standards 
The statement on university library standards that was subse- 
quently adopted offers no quantitie~.’~ A substantive change from other 
statements also is reflected in the first standard. It refers to services, not 
to collections. In recent years the university library community in the 
United States has been interested more in services than it has been in 
collections. The standards reflect that shift in interest. 
Six elements have been the most common to academic library 
standards: (1) the size of book stock or collections, (2)the size and com- 
position of staff in terms of numbers of professional librarians, (3) the 
percentage of the institution’s total budget to be used to determine the 
library’s budget, (4)the seating capacity of the library (usually written 
in terms of the percentage of the student body which can sit down in the 
library at any given time), ( 5 ) the library’s services, and (6)the library’s 
administration. All standards for academic libraries emphasize the 
primary objective of the library-to support the instructional and 
research programs of the institution of which the library is a part. The 
six elements and the primary objective of the library are discussed in the 
standards for university libraries: “These standards are not intended to 
establish normative prescriptions for uniform application. Rather, they 
are meant to provide a general framework within which informed 
judgment can be applied to individual cir~umstances.”’~ 
The standards are a series of principles stated succinctly, and 
amplified in a commentary that follows. The three standardsrelating to 
collections are: 
(B.1) A university library’scollections shall be of sufficient size and 
scope to support the university’s total instructional needs and to 
facilitate the university’sresearch programs. 
(B.2) A university library’s collections shall be developed systemati- 
cally and consistently within the terms of explicit and detailed 
policies. 
(B.3) A university library’s collections shall contain all of the varied 
forms of recorded infonnation.16 
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Quantitative measures are mentioned in the commentary on principle 
B.l:  
...formulas...can yield only approximations which indicate a general 
level of need. If they are applied arbitrarily and mechanically, they 
can distort the realitiesof a given situation. Nevertheless, quantitative 
measures are increasingly important in guiding the qualitative judge- 
ment that must ultimately be applied to university libraries and their 
collections.l7 
The statement on “Standards for University Libraries” does not 
avoid quantities altogether. The statement offers some guidance to 
those who are asked to make informed judgments about university 
libraries and the support those libraries provide to the instruction, 
research and service programs of the universities. “One technique is the 
use of regression analysis to facilitate the comparison of similar libraries 
to one another; another of some general applicability is the ‘index of 
quality’ developed by the American Council on Education for relating 
library collection size to graduate program quality.”” 
The Usefulness of the Standards 
How useful are the “Standards for University Libraries”? Are they 
effective?To answer these questions, the directors of the libraries of the 
184 institutions listed in the 1976 Carnegie Commission classification 
were queried by mail in October 1981. The questionnaire was based on 
one developed by Larry Hardesty and Stella Bentley for their survey on 
“The Use and Effectiveness of the 1975 ‘Standards for College Librar- 
ies.’ ,919A total of eighty-eight questionnaires were returned in time for 
inclusion in this paper-a response rate of 48 percent. No follow-up 
letters or reminders were sent. The responses under-represent the 
Doctorate-Granting I1 institutions. Only nine of a possible thirty ques- 
tionnaires were returned from that group-a 30 percent response rate. 
Thirty of a possible fifty-one were returned from the Research Universi- 
ties I group (59 percent), twenty of forty-seven were returned by the 
Research Universities I1 group (43 percent), and twenty-nine of fifty-six 
were returned from the Doctorate-Granting Universities I group (52 
percent). 
Of the eighty-eight responses, eighty-two indicated they were 
familiar, very familiar, or thoroughly familiar with the standards. The 
two responses indicating no familiarity were from librarians in the 
Research Universities I category, representing the very largest of the 
public and private research libraries. 
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The respondents were asked how they used the standards. Forty- 
seven (54 percent) indicated they had not used the standards at all. 
Twenty of these were from Research Universities I institutions; twelve 
from Doctorate-Granting Universities I. Other respondents indicated 
they used the standards tojustify budgets, tojustify improvements in the 
physical plant, and to upgrade collections. Less use was made of the 
standards to justify the expansion of staff, the improvement of services 
or the maintenance of the status quo. Some respondents said they used 
the statement for accreditation purposes, either as background for 
members of their faculties and administration who are seving on accred- 
iting teams, or for their own use on accrediting teams. 
For each of the sixteen standards, the respondents were asked their 
opinions as to whether the standard was very useful, moderately useful, 
somewhat useful, not very useful, or not useful at all. Table 1 reports the 
opinions of the directors. Over one-third of the respondents found six of 
the standards to be not very useful or not useful at all: standards A. 1, B. 1 
and B.3, D. 1and D.2, and F.1. Over 40 percent found standards B. 1, B.3, 
D.l and F.l to be not very useful or not at all useful. 
It was expected that the responses from librarians in the largest 
research libraries would be significantly different from the others. These 
libraries represent the oldest and largest libraries. Standards for evalua- 
tion purposes often are claimed to be less useful to these libraries than to 
libraries in younger, emerging universities. A simple chi-square test was 
performed on the six standards found to be not very useful by at least 
one-third of the respondents, to determine whether the responses of the 
directors of libraries in Research Universities I institutions differed 
significantly from those of librarians in the other categories. A signifi-
cant difference (at the .05 level) was found in two instances, in standards 
B.3 (relating to varied forms of recorded information) and F. 1 (relating 
to sufficient budgetary support). 
The standards receiving general support as to their usefulness are 
those for which quantities would not be expected: A.2 (national biblio- 
graphical standards should apply to the records of library collections); 
E. 1,2,3, and 4 (pertaining to the policies and practices of the administra- 
tion and governance of university libraries); and F.2 (the library’s 
budget should be managed by the chief administrative officer of the 
library). The disagreements continue on the fundamental issue- 
whether or not standards for university libraries should be quantitative. 
The standards for university libraries are applied to a diverse group 
of libraries. A majority of the directors of these libraries do not find the 
standards to be very useful. By contrast, the majority of directors of 
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UNIVERSITY LIBRARY DIRECTORS’ OPINIONS ON THE USEFULNESS OF 
STANDARDS FOR UNIVERSITY LIBRARIES 
Standard 
Total 
Very Moderately Somewhat Not very Not at all Number of 
useful useful useful useful useful respondents 
A 
Promote use 






B.3 Varied formats 
C 
Personnel 
C. 1 Sufficient number 






































































































Very Moderately Somewhat Not very Not at all Number of 
useful useful useful useful useful respondents 
D 








1 Sufficient support 








































































































college libraries, surveyed by Hardesty and Bentley, found all of the 
college library standards to be useful.20 
The university library directors were asked whether the standards 
should be revised. Table 2 indicates the responses to the question. Many 
of those supporting revision want more specificity and quantifiable 
minimum criteria. Those opposed to revision believe that the statement 
is the best the profession can achieve. Those who believe minimum 
quantities would be useful said so: 
We find truly that the “Standards”are useless in making arguments to 
our administration or to governing bodies in the State. What these 
administrators want is data and quantitative comparisons; and for 
this we turn not to the “Standards,” but to whatever we can draw out 
of the ARL Statistics (or the ACRL Statistics). 
The Standards are somewhere between guidelines and suggestions. I 
don’t see how they set any sort of a standard against which anything 
can be measured. They are concepts-they are wise advice-but they 
are so general that they can hardly be used to tell whether a library in 
fact is doing anything. 
Some respondents said that developing and including measures of 
library effectiveness would be an improvement. 
TABLE 2 
UNIVERSITY LIBRARY OPINIONS O N  WHETHERDIRECTORS’ 














sities I sities I1 
Yes I 8 18 5 38 
No 10 6 5 2 23 
Undecided 10 6 5 2 23 
Total 21 20 28 9 84 
Many commented that it would be very difficult, if not futile, to 
revise the standards in order to reflect greater specificity or quantitative 
statements. 
The standards are a realistic reflection of the fact that you cannot 
quantify university libraries-nice as that would be. Universities 
sometimes fit into “types” and sometimes are very unique. The 
library, to be effective, must reflect the university’sgoalsand mission. 
These goals and missions vary widely from institution to institution. 
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A case can be made that “noble” goals are, in the long run, more 
valuable than many might think. Liberty, Justice, Honor are cer- 
tainly vague enough, yet millions died for their interpretations there- 
of. On balance, perhaps one should leave well enough alone. 
A number of supporters of university library standards indicated that it 
is difficult to achieve a broadly based consensus among the university 
librarians. While supportive of the standards, they were not supportive 
of revision: 
A number of years of experience persuade me that truly useful stan- 
dards for university libraries could be written but could not win 
unanimous approval. The larger private university libraries will 
continue to oppose quantitative standards or standards which begin 
to apply uniform measurements to measurable factors. The variety 
and complexity of university libraries and the number of variables 
involved make the writing of meaningful standards a difficult, time- 
consuming and costly task, one that I fear may not be worth the effort, 
especially if the standards cannot be ratified. 
I have found very little support for the application and use of stan- 
dards at large research libraries. I do not support theestablishment of 
quantitative criteria and therefore see little value in “playing around” 
with the present language. I feel that compilations of data like the 
ARL statistics and the ACRL statistics are potentially more useful. 
Rather than trying to “improve” the standards directly, I would 
advocate the development of model procedures and practices such as 
model budgetary procedures, performance measures, collection poli- 
cies. In addition, the research library community should publish 
“suitable ratios” annually as business firms do. 
Standards are, by their nature, a compromise. This is particularly true 
in instances such as the university library standards where they must 
cover a rather broad spectrum of institutional difference and variety. 
Under these circumstances it is important to recognize what a particu- 
lar set of standards can and cannot be expected to accomplish. In the 
case of the university library standards, I believe that they can be of 
general help and support but that they cannot be of specificassistance 
in most cases. Quantification might improve support for part of the 
constituent group, but it would also jeopardize another part. For 
example, specific collection size formulas might help some of the 
weaker libraries and might damage some of the stronger ones. Specific 
ratios between professional and nonprofessional staff might help to 
upgrade certain situations, but might unduly constrain others. With 
regard to university library standards, i t  is better to stick to broad, 
qualitative principles rather than attempt to quantify. I believe this 
results in standards which can be generally supportive over all, but 
which are of relatively little use with regard to specific issues. This is 
the best we can accomplish with regard to standards. 
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Summary 
The preparation and adoption of the “Standards for University 
Libraries” was a major accomplishment and an important achieve- 
ment. The task was long and arduous, but the importance of i t  was never 
in question. University librarians in the United Stateshadagreed that it 
was incumbent upon the library profession to develop such standards 
lest the task be assumed by others or the “Standards for College Librar- 
ies” be inappropriately applied. The joint efforts of the Association of 
Research Libraries and the Association of College and Research Librar- 
ies, a division of the American Library Association, resulted in inevita- 
ble compromises in order to gain the necessary consensus. For some the 
compromises were necessary and appropriate. For others the compro- 
mises were too severe. 
Standards for libraries generally are used for purposes of evalua-
tion. Thus, the task of designing a set of standards becomes the task of 
designing an instrument of evaluation. Standards also are designed to 
establish goals of excellence to be applied realistically by others. The 
“Standards for University Libraries” (finally adopted after twelve years 
of effort) provide a framework, or an outline, for evaluation. The 
standards provide no bench marks. So the standards are much less useful 
as a tool for evaluation than are the standards developed for other types 
of academic libraries. 
University librarians know the standards. Some have used them. 
Many have been guided by them. Despite the criticism, only thirty-eight 
directors responding to a questionnaire support revision. Twenty-three 
oppose revision, and twenty-three remain ambivalent. Widespread sup- 
port for revision of the 1979 “Standards for University Libraries” is not 
yet evident. 
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THECHILD IS THE CENTER of the schooling process. All of the resources, 
services and programs offered by the school media center must, there- 
fore, be designed to facilitate the child’s growth as an aware, productive 
and fulfilled human being. New opportunities for human develop- 
ment, encouraged and supported by modern technological environ- 
ments, should be provided to capitalize upon the child’s encounter with 
all forms of information in order to accomplish this goal. Thus, one 
must begin any consideration of school media center standards with the 
realization that the real purpose for the development and promulgation 
of such standards is to assure the richest potential for the child’s encoun- 
ter with information and ideas. Undoubtedly, the visionary approach, 
combined with the specific set of directives common in these standards, 
has provided practicing media specialists with appropriate sets of 
guides for such quality services. 
Education has changed rather radically over the past several 
decades. At the turn of the century and throughout the early 19OOs, there 
seemed to be much more uniformity in educational practice, reflecting 
what were then generally accepted national ideals.’ From about the 
fifties on, however, there has been an even more rapid acceptance of 
diversity in educational practice. What had been an attempt toconform 
all education to one mold became an allegiance to alternatives in 
educational approaches.2 The school library standards were a bit slow 
in incorporating this process of development, but the 1975 Media Pro-
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grams: District and School came closest to matching this philosophy of 
~chool ing.~The flexibility inherent in this document recognized- 
although perhaps implicitly rather than explicitly-the need for an 
individual school district to evaluate the nature and extent of its particu- 
lar program of media services and the resources required for the success- 
ful implementation of improved service to media center users. The 
guides given were simply measures of known quality throughout this 
country. This document is perhaps the first instance among all stan- 
dards of a forced interaction in which users of the document are expected 
to determine priorities and make decisions about the management and 
operation of their programs in light of these priorities. 
The debate about the lack of a research base for the standards is an 
interesting one, but not as significant as many authors would like us to 
believe.‘ Repeatedly, the school library standards committees have, in 
some measure, used research findings-most often a combination of 
survey data and results of interviews with experts in both practice and 
theory. Neither of these approaches is invalid in research, although I 
would not make the claim that they are among the most tightly con- 
trolled research designs. To dismiss all of this research over the years, 
however, is neither a fair nor an accurate assessment. What is important 
to recognize is that much of the research was concerned with the state of 
the art in practice, the collecting (for the most part) of nominal data 
which reflected the nature and extent of services. It is obviously easier to 
collect facts on sizes of budgets, collections, facilities, and personnel; i t  
is much harder to collect data that reveal useful statistics about pro- 
grams and the achievement of targeted objectives, but this difficult task 
must not be buried under the accumulated statistics of that which is 
more easily documented. In this respect, the school media field is 
uniquely susceptible to error in that i t  is a part of a larger 
configuration-the school. The variables are not easily controlled nor 
are they isolated for study. 
Any examination of the documents that have been labeled as stan- 
dards in the school media field will reveal that they are not “standards” 
by most accepted definiti~ns.~Authors of thesedocuments have used the 
word standards over time for various reasons, the most likely of which 
was the need to establish credibility and authority in professional prac- 
tice. Many accepted the term standards without any understanding that 
certain criteria must be present if indeed that term was to be used 
legitimately and appropriately. The term guidelines was considered by 
many to be weaker, denoting a lesser quality; and therefore, professional 
leaders who had developed sets of documents simply determined that 
the terminology to be adopted would make use of the word standards. 
LIBRARY TRENDS 50 
School Media Standards 
Despite this, the history of the documents in the school media field 
demonstrates that they have functioned over time as catalysts for various 
types of activities in schooling. 
It is important to recognize that standards for many years have been 
a combination of both descriptive and prescriptive information. In all 
instances there has been evidence of some degree of realism in terms of 
current practice, although obviously this is reflective of “best practice,” 
rather than what is to be found in the “average” setting. In spite of the 
fact that the standards have never been legally mandated, and thus 
enforceable, they have served as a means of evaluation and judgment of 
educational excellence for many decades. Accreditation agencies do at 
least make use of the standards for comparison purposes. The School 
Library Media Program of the Year Award is based in part on confor- 
mity to the standards, and there is ample evidence that various states in 
this country have used the standards as a means for determination of 
excellence, and often for special funding, as well as for the development 
of their own sets of state standards.‘ The funding of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) sites reveals that the standards were a 
part of the assessment and evaluative process. There is no question that 
they have been used by various schooling agencies or individual library 
media specialists in helping to gain support for improving services and 
programs. 
One problem that is significant in the examination of the current 
Media Pro rams: District and School is the terminology used within the 4document. Since 1975, many professionals, and indeed the American 
Association of School Librarians (AASL) itself, have returned to the 
terms school librarian or school library media specialist. I suspect this i s  
linked to an attitude of survival, rather than to a logical analysis or 
philosophical decision. In other words, many persons became con- 
scious of cutbacks and layoffs, and determined that, to keep their jobs, 
they would have to return to a job title that made clear to the public the 
role they performed in the school. As a result, what had taken years of 
negotiation to accomplish was wiped out by the board of AASL without 
consultation with the Association for Educational Communications 
and Technology (AECT) or the membership at large.’ Despite the fact 
that the “standards”-as they are called-was an official document of 
the two associations, the unilateral action of one association disavowed 
the language already accepted and adopted as official policy of both 
associations. It is pointless to argue the meritsof these decisions: what is 
important to acknowledge is that a communication process should have 
occurred. The association was undoubtedly anxious to preserve the 
rights and futures of its members. To do so at the sacrifice of communi-
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cation and accord with the companion organization seems both irre- 
sponsible and inappropriate. What we are called is less important than 
the need to pull together to achieve the best possible professional 
climate for members and, ultimately, the best quality education for 
children and youth. 
There appears to be general agreement that Media Programs: Dis- 
trict and School is no longer in tune with the educational timesg The 
professional community is uneasy with it, and recognizes the need to 
address a revision. Should AASL go it alone? This is a question that 
might be answered by suggesting that, of course, we could do so and be 
more efficient in the use of our person-power. It might be noted, 
however, that school library or media center standards have historically 
been produced collaboratively with AECT, and probably the two bodies 
should continue to work in tandem to improve opportunities for chil- 
dren in schools. The challenges to this continued cooperation may not 
be reflective of our best professional judgment. A survey currently being 
conducted by the AASL Standards Implementation Committee neither 
addresses research data collection, nor does it ask fundamental ques- 
tions that might lead to more objective decisions about revisions." Even 
more important, however, is the fact that this survey was undertaken 
with no involvement by AECT. 
One point that has always been considered very important by 
AASL, and (tosome degree, at least) by AECT, was the recognition and 
ratification of the standards by the various educational groups named 
on the title page of the 1960 standards." It has been thought that the 
support of such groups as the International Reading Association (IRA), 
the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE), the Association 
for Supervision and Curriculum Development (ASCD), and the Public 
Library Association (PLA) would add immeasurably to the influence of 
the document in schooling. The cost of this approach in terms of a 
dollar amount, as well as time, may be in excess of the benefits. There is 
no hard evidence that the support of such groups, or the placement of 
their names in any document, enhances its  chances of acceptance or 
implementation. It might be more useful to seek input from the agen- 
cies that have a more immediate impact on media services, such as 
groups in computer technology and network interfaces, as well as 
groups within ALA working on standards for special users such as the 
handicapped and the deaf. 
Although I have suggested that research has been and should 
continue to be a part of the history of the standards, i t  is true that the 
level of sophistication of such research is rather low. The approach to 
the development of standards should be twofold: the professional com- 
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munity at the national level should set general guidelinesand directions 
for the profession that have a form of authority, while, at the same time, 
including quantitative figures for those aspects of services that reflect 
measurable activities. The day in which the standards should suggest 
uniformity is long past.12 Whenever possible, the developers of docu- 
ments to be used or considered as standards should make use of any 
opportunities for research information, particularly now that national 
statistics are less easily available because of cuts in the U.S. Department 
of Education. The involvement of state agencies in obtaining data is 
critical, and should be encouraged to the fullest. What is of importance 
is recognition that the gathering of statistics must be related to the 
information needed.13 
Media Programs: District and School might best be approached for 
revisions by first identifying those overriding principles that will neces- 
sarily affect any decisions we will make. The first principal I would 
identify is that of personal freedom. My understanding of personal 
freedom includes a recognition of our responsibility to analyze and 
evaluate the message content of various technologies, such as book, 
film, newspaper, game, disc, photograph, toy, or computer software, 
and to help young people develop a similar competence. Additionally, 
my concern for personal freedom includes addressing the problems of 
piracy, information packaging and the invasion of privacy. Certainly, 
computer technology enables one either to enhance or to limit personal 
freedom, and the profession needs to consider the ramifications of such 
possibilities. The second principle of overwhelming importance is that, 
in this age of information overload, human beings must still be recog- 
nized and respected as the orchestrators and controllers of that informa- 
tion. The availability of information to the consumer is readily 
recognizable, but the means of negotiation through the enormous 
amount of information is more difficult to discern. These two princi- 
ples come together in a consideration of how we teach students to sort 
out the discursive and nondiscursive meanings they encounter. 
The standards have for years skirted the issue of teaching, and have 
never offered sufficient information ordirection on this topic." We have 
not sought to locate appropriate information on teaching from educa- 
tional practice, nor have we sought to identify the specific areas of 
competence to be considered the territory of the school media specialist. 
Nowhere has the profession determined the scope and sequence of our 
responsibilities to students and to the schooling process. We have con- 
tinued to suggest that learning the location and use of simple materials 
or library skills is our goal, forgetting that finding orobtaining access to 
information is only a relatively small and, to some extent, an insignifi- 
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cant part of the need of an individual learner confronted with informa- 
tion. Have we examined whether our teaching responsibilities include 
subject disciplines? Should media specialists be expected to acquire 
competencies in teaching strategies? If so, what competencies can be 
identified, and how is this competence to be acquired? To what extent 
are we to be responsible for the teaching of children’s literature and 
media?15 When and how should our teaching be influenced and altered 
by various groups of students, including those with mental, linguistic 
and/or physical handicaps? Vandergrift has identified a key facet of the 
media specialist’s responsibility: 
We need to develop the kind of sensitivity to students, teachers, and 
issues associated with technology that will enable us to ask appro- 
priate teaching questions in a technological environment ....In many 
situations in teaching, the critical content is not the logical, linear, 
factual presentation of an event or subject matter but humane judg- 
ments about the way it affected persons and society.“ 
There are a number of tools that may aid in our understanding and 
increase our capacity to address this aspect of the changes needed in the 
development of standards. It may be useful to design instruments to 
identify and measure the degree of teaching competence now exercised 
by media specialists. The resulting data should inform any recommen- 
dations that might be made. Again, one must keep in mind that diver- 
sity, rather than uniformity, is sought. 
The increased availability and capability of small personal com- 
puters, along with a concern for individual learning styles, introduces 
the possibility of greater interactive personal instruction provided by 
the c~mputer . ’~ This is one of the most remarkable factors I see in the 
coming years, but can the computer replace the teacher and the school 
media specialist? For some aspects of information-processing, I believe 
that this is possible, but human facilitators will continue to be essential 
to encourage and enhance social interaction and metaphorical learning. 
Perhaps it  is true that students of the future will learn in a computerized 
environment, either at home or in a place called “school,” but there will 
continue to be agents of learning to help them find their ways through 
the electronic maze, just as there will be those persons who will be 
creative in the process of developing programming for the computers.’* 
These persons will probably continue to be called “teachers,” or per-
haps “school media specialists.” 
Computer architecture will require thoughtful consideration of the 
needs in schooling and the changes in the capability of computers. It is 
indeed probable that computer use in schools will increase at such a 
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rapid rate that we will soon not have any school without computer 
technology. This will obviously have an impact on the standards in 
terms of specifications for both hardware and software, and in terms of 
the required competencies needed by the professionals who will work 
with students and teachers as they encounter the complexity of this 
electronic equipment. We will need to determine the degree of program-
ming competence and computer language skill that must be acquired, 
as well as the ability to evaluate and select materials for the c~mputer . '~  
Such competencies will naturally form a part of the standards in any 
contemplated revisions. Allied to this are the resultant configuration of 
computers that will communicate with one another for purposes of 
greater efficiency of media center operations, and also permit a vast 
array of resources to be identified and used by the individual. The need 
for, and use of, data bases in schooling is only at the beginning stages. 
Some consideration will have to be given to OCLC or other network 
utilities that permit efficient results in terms of the products offered. 
There also may be some danger in the concentration on functional 
aspects of the computer environment, and not on the service aspects for 
the clientele of the media center. The computer environment will prob- 
ably require some additional education of the professionals in school 
media centers in order to provide various levels of service to users. We 
will need to identify the capacity of each computer in a large and 
complex architectural configuration. We will need to ask and to answer 
such questions as: Which tasks are most appropriate for one type of 
processer rather than another? Is cost-effectiveness the criteria for accep- 
tance or rejection of specific computer configurations? What appears to 
be the most cost-effective approach to linking one or more of these 
computers needs to be considered also in terms of the human cost of such 
decisions. No action which alienates or inconveniences users can, in the 
long run, be cost-effective. 
The school media specialist will have to face an increase in elec- 
tronic publishing and determine how the user of informational and 
imaginative content will cope.20 We have developed some interesting 
approaches to criticism of literature and film, but we have not begun to 
determine the criticism necessary for assessing the computer software 
that is now published and will undoubtedly escalate. The standards will 
have to deal with this question in a more realistic fashion than have our 
earlier attempts to cope with technology, as witnessed by the failure to 
deal effectively with film. 
A related area of concern in revising the standards is that of telecom-
munications and cable growth. Fiber optics have made possible a lower- 
ing of costs in dealing with communication. Interactive systems, such as 
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the experiment with Qube allowing viewers to make simple responses 
to information by manipulating dials or buttons on their home televi- 
sion screens, will undoubtedly increase. What seems to be the relevant 
question for the school media specialist is best expressed in the follow- 
ing: Will such interactive systems be accepted passively by the user, or 
will we in schooling educate young people to interact in creative 
fashions and to exercise some control over the content of these systems? 
For instance, might an interactive system be used in the near future to 
give citizens more direct access to their political representatives, allow- 
ing citizens to introduce their own concerns into the system as well as to 
respond to predetermined content? 
The standards should probably address the career development of 
professionals, including the process of continuing education. Standards 
have ignored the educational specifications or requirements of the 
school media specialist other than outlining the specific functions that 
person should perform. Perhaps it is time to link these identified skills 
and competencies to specific patterns of career development and educa- 
tional levels. It may be appropriate for the specialization question to be 
addressed in such a document, as well as an analysis of the interrelation- 
ships among professionals, paraprofessionals, technical, clerical, and 
even volunteer workers in school media centers. The personnel segment 
needs a great deal of intense study to determine possible alternative 
career plans and ladders that might be suggested in the standards. 
Personnel is a critical area in any revision of the document, but consid- 
eration of this topic must be based on sound evidence. 
The varieties and interrelationships of certification laws, and the 
needs of the school media specialist for continuing education to meet 
licensing requirements should be addressed. Continuing education 
should also be considered in relation to technological innovations, such 
as the computer, and to possible areas of emphasis or specialization by 
professions. School media specialists have always been anxious to 
develop relationships with children and youth through literature and 
film or through curriculum projects. They may be less and less inter- 
ested in managerial tasks. Most will accept that i t  is necessary to operate 
a well-managed center, and seek to do so,but more and more profession- 
als are looking to greater interaction with students and teachers as the 
primary emphasis of their work (perhaps as a reaction to the stress on 
technical and managerial skills of the past decade). Even in the use of the 
newest technologies, such as the personal computer, many media spe- 
cialists are concentrating on this technology as a means to facilitate 
interaction with young people and attempting to make everyday 
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managerial tasks a part of the machine load so that more time is freed for 
direct involvement with learners. At the same time, there are those 
professionals who carefully study the technology itself and consider 
their role to be that of engineers of the system. Again, diversity is of the 
greatest importance, and the personnel section of the standards might 
provide a genuine service with a consideration of alternative paths to 
career development within the school. 
The role of unions and other bargaining agencies is clearly some- 
thing that has been consistently neglected in school media standards. 
Although there are some ramifications of this question that must be 
examined in order to avoid legal jeopardy for any of the associations, 
this does not obviate the responsibility to examine the issues. Perhaps 
references to helpful resources on bargaining or factual statements on 
rights should be included. For example, grievance procedures are 
neither understood nor used in the best fashion by most school media 
specialists, whose job responsibilities have been altered radically with 
arbitrary decisions by a school administrator. 
It is inevitable that the merging of the school-building and district- 
level operations in the same document will present some additional 
problems. Standards might be separated into two distinct documents in 
order to best tackle this situation. For the time being, the current 
approach of placing them within the same document is a viable com- 
promise. Any revisions group should examine this question carefully. 
More and more networking modes require cooperation at the district 
level, as well as at the state or regional level, rather than at the building 
level. It is also true that a great deal of information about district 
operations and decision-making is necessary for informed decisions at 
the building level. In spite of these interrelationships, i t  seems that the 
time is appropriate for the development of separate standards for each 
distinct level. District standards might include, for example, a thorough 
examination of interagency cooperation, and the interrelations of the 
district with state and regional organizations. Accountability and use of 
funds will be key factors for discussion in any such document, as will be 
the development of a research base for all future documents. It is true 
that the connections between the two sets of standards would have to be 
strenuously overseen, and that professionals at both levels would have 
to be fully cognizant of the content of the other document and the lines 
of communication identified. It is also true, however, that thecontent of 
information is so radically different now from that of only a few years 
ago that the potential of such an approach should be obvious. 
It might be useful to consider the changes that should be made in 
Media Programs: District and School through examining the various 
SUMMER 1982 57 
JANE HANNIGAN 
sections as they now exist. The chapter on media programs, objectives 
and user-centeredness should be rewritten in simple sentences that 
clearly express what is meant.21 We need more examples of the kinds of 
objectives that lead to good programs. We might choose to sift through 
the literature in order to determine various objectives that could be 
identified as examples in standards, or we could seek the information 
from practicing professionals. We should at least consider some indica- 
tion of the process for determination of objectives and user behavior that 
will help the professional community in working out various priorities. 
If we are to succeed in rewriting this chapter, we must use language that 
readily communicates to all who might use the document. Precision of 
terminology is essential, but unnecessary use of jargon or convoluted 
language is self-defeating. This chapter needs to include some consider- 
ation of the standards that are developed by other groups, particularly 
those of other ALA agencies. Recognition of the work of others in 
highly specialized areas that overlap with schooling is critical in this 
age of cost-accountability, The work of the Association of Specialized 
and Cooperative Library Agencies (ASCLA) on the development of 
standards for library service to the deaf is quite pertinent to our work, 
considering the effects of public law 94-142 on total library seIvice.22 
The functions identified in this chapter are probably not as useful as 
now presented. If the analyses of those functions were moved to a 
chapter dealing with the management of a media center, the document 
might make more sense to the user. For example, the consultant role is 
neither explained in enough detail, nor is i t  related to the actual kinds of 
things the school media specialist might do. One of the inexplicable 
results of listings such as those in this chapter on the media program is 
the interpretation that all media specialists should be doing all these 
things. This kind of unreasoned response is not one sought by the 
profession, and is, at the same time, both impossible and limiting. We 
need to spell out quite precisely that the selection of alternatives and of 
some activities or objectives over others, in relation to the uniqueness of 
the particular setting and users, is the proper function of the school 
media specialist. 
The facilities chapter should be revised to include the alternatives 
technological changes allow and, in some instances, demand.23 The 
concept of large media centers with elaborate space allocations may not 
be the direction of the future. If the national position is to be valid and 
consistent, i t  should offer alternatives to this. Some treatment of the 
process of removing those spatial configurations that are not viable 
should be included. For example, if small conference rooms no longer 
work in the educational process, what do we do about altering the use of 
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such spaces? If large classrooms assigned for library instruction do not 
seem necessary, how can we convert them to alternative uses? One topic 
of importance in this chapter might be exploring how to take a media 
center apart once a building has been closed. This presents some serious 
questions on reallocation that have not been studied by the standards 
committees of the past. 
Problems of security are paramount in the atmosphere of the eight- 
ies, and standards must also address this very real problem. How can we 
make the spaces that house our programs and resources safe to use and 
safe from theft and vandalism? This problem might be examined in 
terms of how we perceive our roles as educators who value positive 
attitudes toward human responsibility. To some extent, the problems of 
discipline and control of behavior are a small subset of the larger 
question. Previous standards never considered this problem, perhaps 
assuming, or at least hoping, that it did not exist. 
The facilities section is probably the best place to explore some of 
the problems that arise in relation to invasion of privacy through 
technological means, including teacher access to student work on com- 
puters and reading records of any individual. It may also be the appro- 
priate section in which to suggest standards for duplication of materials 
through technological means. Piracy is not unknown in the schooling 
community. Lastly, the potential of maintaining joint facilities with 
public libraries may be a viable alternative for somecommunities. How 
will standards provide for this and deal with new questions about the 
use of space, facilities and security which will inevitably result? 
The chapter on collection design and management offers some very 
real suggestions to the professional community.24 It should, however, be 
revised in light of some of the changes that have occurred in technology. 
For example, i t  may not be necessary to have as many differing types of 
media formats as once thought essential. Video capability, for example, 
may obviate the need for some other formats, although recent court 
decisions on the use of VTR equipment present a set of constraints that 
need to be examined. Obviously, a section on computer hardware and 
software is a priority, as is some guidance on the use of videodisc 
systems. Data base use, and the criteria for such participation, should 
also be included. It is probably in this chapter that a section might be 
devoted to standards regarding intellectual freedom and censorship in 
schools. Previous standards have only referred to very basic principles in 
this area and the various tools toaid in dealing with problems that arise, 
but never have they approached realistically the question in school 
media terms. Since the freedom/censorship issue is a current priority of 
the professional community, and a most frequently asked question by 
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practitioners, we should not ignore i t  in dealing with revisions. It is not 
the identification of the agencies from which help might be received in 
times of censorship that we need, but rather what specific principles 
should be the guidelines for action in schools. Although the rights of 
individual communities need to be considered, there may well be some 
identifiable principles that override such parochial approaches. 
The question of charging for specific services that may or may not 
be available to all is a serious one, for which guidelines should be 
developed. Should students have to pay a fee for data base searches? 
Should teachers? Should students circulate computers and video record- 
ing equipment? Should libraries house a large collection of software 
that might be borrowed by students and teachers? What guides are 
necessary and useful? 
Revisions in Media Programs: District and School should include a 
chapter devoted to managerial functions.% The competencies necessary 
to operate a media center could be identified and described. Budget 
alternatives may be outlined and guidelines provided for the selection of 
an appropriate budget system that would enhance the posture of the 
media center in the total schooling budget. The need to comprehend the 
financial picture of purchasing plans and contracts, maintenance con- 
tracts, bidding procedures, and buying plans is more acute than ever 
before. Nowhere does the current document address these issues, and the 
professional community would benefit greatly if they were confronted 
and guidelines determined. 
The planning process is indeed one of the most important aspects 
of this chapter, both in terms of immediate planning and long-range 
endeavors. Targeting outcomes to meet the specific needs of schooling 
in a particular community may be critical to survival in that school. To 
some extent, a discussion of the funding process should be included in 
this chapter, with some attention to the grants process and the develop- 
ment of proposals for various state, federal and private funding agen- 
cies. The budget cuts of the past few years seem to call for a thorough 
discussion of alternative funds development. 
The ALA Standards Committee was established to act as a liaison 
among all the various divisions and units of ALA. Through its manual 
and its continual monitoring of all ALA standards, it has tried to bring 
together the best possible information for the profession. I do not 
believe that AASL, or many other divisions, have used this committee 
effectivelyor to any great measure. Much could be learned from interac- 
tion with such a body that would enhance the final product, and those 
working on revisions should be encouraged to seek the counsel of this 
gr0UP-
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Throughout this paper I have tried to identify some of the factors 
concerning standards for school media programs. I have supported the 
opinion that the current document is in need of major revision, and that 
any revisions should take into account all of the changes that have 
occurred in education during the past few years. It is probably true that 
the time is past for any single-minded approach to service-oriented 
standards. The national association(s) must use its authority to suggest 
to the profession a set of acceptable positions that might help us move 
forward in our work for children and youth. At the same time, i t  may be 
that we have reached a crisis point at which the association should ask if 
i t  is viable to continue standards as we have known them. It may be that 
each state and/or local governing body should develop its own media 
programs and services as it sees fit. I would like tobelieve that this is not 
the pattern to follow, that we should seek to provide moreauthoritative 
statements which offer to the professional community a set of guidelines 
indicating a kind of direction that will eventually enable the children of 
this country to enjoy and profit from the best qualities of our 
information-rich world. At the same time, I would like to see opportuni- 
ties for diversity increased, and the individual media specialist encour- 
aged to experiment with new and different approaches to meeting the 
needs of children and teachers. It may be that a reconsideration of some 
of the issues raised here will lead to a new vision of what school media 
program standards might become. Perhaps a new set of standardscould 
set forth overriding principles which would be truly enforceable, just as 
professions such as medicine and law exercise some control over their 
practitioners. At the same time, these new standards might incorporatea 
greater recognition of the uniquenesses of individual situations and 
settings and the consequential need for practitioners to interpret such 
general principles into specific practices that best serve their own users. 
Standards should be seen as a means of encouraging the development of 
the best possible environments for learning and for personal growth for 
all users of school media centers. Effectively revised and implemented, 
these standards can provide guidance to school media specialists which 
will enhance their own competence and sense of relationship to a 
community of professionals; and ultimately these people can provide 
services to youngsters that will help them develop the critical abilities 
necessary to function effectively and happily in today’s world and that 
of the future. 
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Standards for Public Libraries 
ROBERT H. ROHLF 
OVERTHE PAST FIFTY YEARS a large number of public librarians and 
many public library trustees have been preoccupied with the develop- 
ment of and/or need for public library standards. The first standards 
issued for public libraries were published by the American Library 
Association in 1934. In 1944 the Public Library Association (PLA) 
issued another set of standards for public libraries, and additional 
publications came forth in 1956 and again in 1966. It is interesting to 
note that it took more than fifty years of association existence before the 
first standards were issued by the American Library Association, but in a 
period of only thirty-six years, three more revised standards came forth; 
and in only another four years, the Public Library Association 
appointed a new standards committee to modify and revise the 1966 
standards. What was happening was that the need for some kind of 
objective measurement-objective, whether qualitative or 
quantitative-was accelerating. The problem had been observed by 
most of the people involved in approving those 1966 standards-they 
really had to be updated more frequently than they had been in the past, 
society was simply changing so quickly. 
For readers who wish to review the activities which led to the 
publications of the standards prior to 1970, Lowell Martin in an 
October 1972 Library Trends article' deals with the early history of 
public library standards development and needs in this country. Martin 
believes that the Public Library Association madea mistake in the 1960s 
Robert H. Rohlf is Director, Hennepin County Library System, Edina, Minnesota, and 
past president of the Public Library Association. 
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when it decided simply to revise the 1956 standards document without 
adopting an entirely different approach to public library standards. 
Martin does point out, however, that the 1956 statement Public Library 
Seruice: A Guide to Evaluation, with Minimum Standards was redi- 
rected in the 1966 standards by the emphasis on systems. In fact, the very 
title of the 1966 standards reflects this: Minimum Standardsfor Public 
Library Systems. 
One problem with public library standards that continues to 
plague the profession is that standards were never used in the sense that 
other professions have used them. For example, suppose hospitals were 
being considered here instead of libraries; if the hospitals do not meet 
state hospital standards, the hospitals are closed. But if libraries do not 
meet state library standards, people say, “Isn’t that too bad.” In some 
states, of course, certain state standards must be met to receive minimum 
amounts of stateaid, but more often than not, while the standards might 
be in the regulations, they are not uniformly enforced. Therefore, in the 
sense of so many other professions, our standards are not really stan-
dards, even when we use the word minimum, which many people 
overlook. There are many who believe that the use of the word norm is 
more appropriate than the use of the word standards. 
Another problem that has been persistent throughout the applica- 
tion of public library standards has been what Lowell Martin refers to as 
the question of the laggards versus the leaders. The leaders were always 
trying to rise above the standards and, in some cases, not even informing 
their budget people about them; and the laggards were always using the 
standards as an excuse to get either more money or more authority or 
more resources from whoever was doing the allocating. We therefore 
have had leaders in the very awkward position of trying to live standards 
down, and laggards trying to use them as a crtuch to elevate their 
libraries to where they think they should be. This has not been a very 
satisfactory arrangement. Lowell Martin also pointed out in the article 
he wrote about library trustees: 
People in general have no ready basis for judging library service as 
they do for some other facilities. A highway, they know, should be 
smooth and straight and fast. The standards are self-evident and they 
are relatively high. If proper standards are not achieved-when traffic 
backs u p  or the roadway has p o t  holes, for example-the motorist 
knows that something is wrong and he has no hesitation in voicing 
his opinion. 
But how fast and smooth and straight should his library be-that is, 
how many books should it have, of what quality, backed by what 
skills in the library staff? The average library user has little basis for 
judgment. If he gets what he wants he is grateful. If not, heoften feels 
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that he can’t really expect the agency to suit his individual needs. 
Public library service is patently weak in many localities-it is re- 
markable how little public criticism one hears of these faltering 
agencies.’ 
The question of accreditation of public libraries also has been an 
issue on several occasions in the recent past, and the problem of stan-
dards or lack of standards became a real impediment to any discussion of 
the possibility of actually accrediting public libraries. In a proposal to 
develop criteria for judging quality of service, the PLA Committee to 
Study Accreditation of Public Libraries in 1967 stated “the problem”: 
“Accreditation to be effective must be based on statistical measures 
closely related to quality. It follows that accreditation of a service- 
oriented operation such as a public library must be based on measure- 
ment of the quality of its service, i.e., the satisfaction of its users, or at 
least its capacity to satisfy their need^."^ A major concern was the 
obvious problem of traditional statistics which were almost entirely 
quantitative and dealt with measuring the numerical level of activity or 
resources, and not necessarily with the effectiveness (or certainly, the 
quality) of activity or resources. In addition, a high level of suspicion 
existed even in regard to the accuracy of many reported statistics. 
With increasing concern over the need for valid standards or for 
some other method of measuring effective library service, the Public 
Library Association Standards Committee in 1971 was reassigned the 
formidable task of developing a revised set of standards for public 
library services. PLA reported that because of financial constraints 
within the American Library Association, an ad hoc volunteer 
approach would be used, counting on active membership involvement 
within PLA and other ALA groups. The device used was the appoint- 
ment of three task forces to be coordinated by the PLA Standards 
Committee, and each task force was given a one-year assignment to 
produce a working paper for the committee’s internal use and guidance. 
The task forces were formed by age levels served (children, young adult 
and adult), and the task force papers were published in the School 
Library Journal in September 1973 in an attempt to achieve even more 
membership participation and involvement in the ongoing dialogue. 
In connection with publication of the working papers, the committee 
stated: “A constant frustration of all members, Committee and Task 
Force was the lack of a current, official glossary of library terminol- 
~ g y . ” ~What did the word information mean? Did it mean only data or 
only traditional reference function? For that matter, what did reference 
statistics include? At this time concern was also rising over how to deal 
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with standards in regard to growing network development, increased 
interlibrary planning, and onrushing technology linking more and 
more libraries together. With these concerns, the PLA Standards Com- 
mittee determined to take a new approach toachieve agreement on goals 
for purposes and functions, and to publish papers for comment and 
debate. The committee reported that, “Given the wide variations in our 
nation’s public libraries, the profession may well want to develop 
diversity by design, so that communities may have thechoice of alterna- 
tive patterns of library service.’f5 
The complexities that the committee had to deal with, and the 
varying approaches that emerge when given such a free-form dialogue, 
were apparent in the published working papers: even their formats were 
different, let alone their approaches to the problem. These results could 
have been anticipated, and the papers and the apparent change of 
direction by the committee caused significant furor in the library press 
and in both committee and division meetings. 
In a significant paper prepared for the Public Library Association 
in 1974, Ralph Blasingame and Mary Jo Lynch developed not only a 
theme of where standards had been going, but a possible redirection of 
what should take the place of standards in the future: “The present PLA 
Standards Committ ee... wanted to free themselves from traditional ways 
of thinking about public library service and open their minds to what-
ever new ideas might be useful in planning for the future. They knew 
that they wanted to consider not public libraries alone, but total com- 
munity library service. ”‘Blasingame and Lynch argued persuasively 
that an entirely different approach was needed from something even 
resembling the old type of national blueprint or standard, but that areas 
were different, communities were unique, and that a process rather than 
a formula was perhaps necessary. They went on to say, “[Public librar- 
ians] cannot use standards but they do need instruments, more sophisti- 
cated and sensitive than any currently available, which will enable them 
to 1) understand the particular community they are serving; 2) choose 
objectives in the light of that understanding; and 3)measure the degree 
to which these objectives are being met.”‘ Blasingame and Lynch 
understood that some would object to this approach and would still 
want easy-to-follow formulas, but they argued that such an approach 
was too simplistic, that obviously communities vary greatly, that we 
need instruments which help us understand ourselves and which also 
leave us room to measure our service needs differently. They strongly 
supported the committee’s approach to “the beginning of a design for 
diversity.”’ 
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The Blasingame and Lynch paper generated even more discussion 
and consideration of alternatives to standards. Some of the concern and 
confusion can perhaps be reflected in the National Commission on 
Libraries and Information Science (NCLIS) publishing a National 
Inventory of Library Needs, 1975.’ The NCLIS publication attempted 
to compare what i t  described as “indicators of need” with available 
resources, and while it was done with the useof library general informa- 
tion surveys administered by the National Center for Educational Statis- 
tics (NCES) and working with an advisory committee, the publication 
still relied on guidelines established by professional groups and associa- 
tions and not by anything approaching public needs or perceptions. In 
a 1976article, Meredith Bloss, then chairperson of the newly renamed 
Goals, Guidelines and Standards (GGS) for Public Libraries Commit- 
tee of PLA, commented that one of the additional problems of standards 
was: 
National standards for public library services are predicated solely on 
system services. Standards for school libraries are based on the theory
that each school library or media center will meet the total needs of the 
school population. Standards for various kinds of library and infor- 
mational services have been arrived at by committee deliberation and 
reflect desires of librarians about what ought to be done. Published 
standards show no evidence of liaison among libraries of different 
types. Standards are for libraries, not for library and informational 
service to people. It is not certain whether, if all libraries were brought 
up to standard, adequate total service would result.” 
Bloss’s review pointed u p  several interesting problems which PLA 
had yet to grapple with or, certainly, to solve. One of them was the 
statement that “the Association has long recognized ...that the Standards 
are based on informed professional opinion rather than empirical 
research, and have thus had limited credibility.” In  his review of the 
current problems facing the committee, Bloss reemphasized the advice 
the committee had received from Blasingame and Lynch and quoted 
them, saying: 
“What public librarians need now are ...tools which will help them 
analyze a situation, set objectives, make decisions and evaluate 
achievements. . . . ’ I  They suggested some rules of thumb to follow in 
this process: Think about “planning for the future rather than report- 
ing on the past.” Think about “management of a library rather than 
in comparison of one library with another ....be concerned with out- 
puts, i.e., what the user gets from a library,” rather than inputs, i.e., 
staff, materials, equipment.12 
As these reports and articles indicate, never in the history of the 
American Library Association had there been such open comment, 
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debate and questioning of the directions that public libraries should go 
toward developing standards, or whether even the development of such 
standards was desirable, let alone necessary. Many other activities were 
taking place in connection with this search either for new standards or 
for new processes by which to measure public library effectiveness. The 
Public Library Association cosponsored a study with the U.S. Office of 
Education to investigate alternative and additional methods of measur-
ing library services focusing on outputs rather than inputs. (That focus 
goes on today at an even higher level, but this will be discussed more 
later.) Bloss concluded his article by stating: “A new approach to the 
development of standards is long overdue. It is a major undertaking, 
and the GGS committee is committed to the view that i t  must be done 
properly, with a sound evidential base, in order for i t  to be a creditable 
and useful prod~ct .” ’~  
In 1977 the Board of Directors of the Public Library Association 
adopted a draft statement at the 1977 ALA Annual Conference. The 
statement was entitled “A Mission Statement for Public Libraries- 
Guidelines for Public Library Service: Part 1.” The statement was 
prefaced with the comment: “the results of a current PLA project-to 
design a process of standards development-should give lay and profes- 
sional library leaders the tools to develop an entirely new approach to 
library standards. When these guidelines are complete they will replace 
the 1966 public library standards and will serveas the profession’s guide 
to public library development until the publication of new standards in 
the mid- 1980~.”’~ In releasing the “Mission Statement,” PLA publicly 
acknowledged that the approach to standards was being turned around 
and future emphasis would be on needs and services for people-not for 
institutions. PLA also announced that no new standards would be 
issued prior to 1980, and that perhaps a new process was needed to 
develop other than standards as historically understood. 
A concise review of both the development of the process and its 
hopes for the future was presented in an article by Mary Jo Lynch.15 She 
stated that essentially the study consisted of a step-by-step approach to 
planning, together with methods, instructions and sample instruments 
which had been tested at three different library sites in the country. 
These sites had been chosen to represent various types and sizes of public 
libraries with the hope that some uniform approach to the processcould 
be developed even if measurements might vary greatly at the end of the 
process. The planning process as developed by the contractor went 
through a series of reviews with a steering committee, and by indepen- 
dent consultants who seved as critics. After a second draft of the manual 
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was ready, a group of public library leaders not previously involved in 
the project spent four days at a workshop and evaluation seminar 
simulating the planning process. The actual A Planning Process was 
published in spring 1980.16 
Meanwhile, the never-ending search for standards within the 
American Library Association continued, even though large segments 
of ALA were insisting that standardization days were over. The ALA 
Standards Committee issued a report to ALA Council at the 1981 Mid- 
winter Meeting in which i t  distinguished four types of standards: 
(1) service or performance standards, (2) technical standards, (3)proce-
dural standards, and (4) educational standards. The committee report 
stated that: “The ALA Standards Committee recommends to Council 
that the establishment of service or performance standards should 
remain the responsibility solely of type of library divisions, that stan- 
dards for library education remain the responsibility of a committee on 
accreditation, and that the ALA By-Laws be revised to permit type of 
activity divisions to establish technical and procedural standards.”” 
This document indicated not only a continuing concern with measur- 
able criteria, but another splintering of who would be responsible for 
establishing standards. One is reminded of Meredith Bloss’s concern in 
1975 that our standards did not interconnect. 
What did the publication of the new process manual do to the 
chances of issuing new standards in 19801 First, the new planning 
process breaks tradition. It reviews existing service programs, estab- 
lishes priorities, and goes on to consider modifications and alternatives 
in the program. Carried out thoroughly, i t  constitutes a fresh hard look 
that may result in significiant change. The basic questions in the 
process do not involve comparing yourself in a particular library situa- 
tion to a so-called standard (in terms of square feet of physical facilities, 
number of volumes in collections, number of titles in collections, 
number of staff per so many thousand population); rather, i t  asks five 
basic questions. These questions are: 
Does our library service, as it has developed to this time, represent 
the best possible pattern for the future? 
Does it meet the most pressing needs of our community,andreflect 
changes occurring in the area? 
Does it consider other sources of information available to our 
people? 
Do the library’s priorities for service and for those to be served 
match the characteristics of the community population and their 
library needs? 
Given the constraints on time and money that we face, are we 
providing the most effective library services possible?” 
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The new planning process is not a simple training manual, nor is i t  
a quick fix. Neither is i t  something someone else should do for you, such 
as comparing standards-numerical, qualitative, or otherwise. It is a 
guideline for you to do something. On the other hand, unlike previous 
standards, the planning manual, which should result in specific stan- 
dards for a specific community, is not a chemistry handbook; i t  is more 
like a cookbook. One only has to use those parts of the process which 
apply to hidher own community. One does not have to use all of the 
process, nor compare the library in every aspect with any other library. 
The new process does rely on measurement and evaluation, as the 
previous standards have done, but i t  requires usable objectives which 
reflect the basic functions of a particular library, and not numbers or 
standards of some other library, in perhaps some other part of the 
country or even some other part of the same state. 
The question of state standards also has continually arisen during 
this whole debate over new national standards. State standards continue 
to be developed and applied in many states. One fundamental difference 
in the application of standards within states has often been that, with 
the advent of federal Library Services and Construction Act monies 
intermingled with state aid monies, the state often hasa financial carrot 
with which to cajole the use or application of state standards. States are 
often in a position to require a library to maintain certain minimum 
standards in order for i t  to qualify for state aid. The standards have been 
applied irregularly throughout the country and, in many cases, irregu- 
larly within one state. They nevertheless can be applied with the threat 
of withholding state aid if local libraries do not meet certain statewide 
standards. On the positive side, state standards are probably more uni- 
formly applicable than are national standards. On the other hand, there 
are enormous ranges of difference within virtually every state in the 
country in the economic and social characteristics of communities. An 
obvious example would be the difference between the Chicago Public 
Library and its needs, and the Cairo, Illinois, Public Library and its 
needs. Are the same per capita standardsapplicable as they may relate to 
volumes, expenditures, staff members, square feet of building, etc.? 
Similar to ALA’s experience with national standards, many states are 
finding statewide standards difficult first to develop, and second to use 
as instruments of state policy. Nevertheless, there is an increase in the 
development of state standards-even when those standards, as men- 
tioned above, are not applied in the sense of other professions, such as 
health-applied standards. Relatively recently developed state standards 
exist in New Mexico, Oklahoma, North Carolina, Wisconsin, Minne- 
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sota, and North Dakota. Also, many other states are in the process of 
either upgrading existing state standards, or developing new ones where 
none previously existed. 
How do the states respond to the new public library planning 
process in lieu of national standards? David McKay, North Carolina 
State Librarian, writes : 
Traditionally, the state library’s planning and justification for state 
aid for public libraries were based on a comparison of North Carolina 
public library statistics with national and state standards. The short- 
falls (mainly for materials, personnel, and plant) were noted, and an 
appropriation was requested to close the gap and thus bring the 
public libraries up to standard. In the fall of 1976, however, the 
incoming administration and legislature requested information on 
public library services of such breadth and depth that a completely 
new approach to planning had to be found. 
What the legislature and administration were demanding was more 
accountability for state-funded programs, as well as more precision in 
evaluating these programs. And while they did not reject out of hand 
the justification for higher funding levels based on attaining stan- 
dards, or the conclusions of the National Inventory of Library Needs 
that North Carolina’s public libraries require approximately twice 
the staff, twice the materials, and twice the square footage of current 
conditions toprovide good library service, they wanted more informa- 
tion on programs and how these programs were meeting demon- 
strated community needs. 
The challenge for the state library, then, was immediately to 
develop a statewide needs assessment from which an analysis of 
services could be made. Following the needs assessment, a long-range 
plan was essential at the local level if the state’s plan was to reflect the 
real library world in North Car~l ina.’~ 
In investigating how North Carolina could meet these questions and 
requirements, the state library staff considered the decades-old com- 
munity analysis process, and the updatings, revisions and strengthen- 
ings of that process that have occurred in recent years, particularly 
through the work at Syracuse University, and now at the University of 
Southern California. Combining this process with the procedures set 
forth in the new planning process manual, with emphasis on the fact 
that the planning process both uses a planning committee and is cycli- 
cal (rather than static) in nature, the state staff concluded that the 
application of the planning process ‘toNorth Carolina public libraries 
was not only desirable but essential. McKay stated further that: “With- 
out doubt, the major contribution of PLA’s manual is to move away 
from the old limited quantitative standards toward the assessment of the 
whole library operation, including the assessment of programs and 
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services. If communities differ, and they surely do, A Planning Process 
will aid the library manager in tailoring the institution and its services 
to meet the particular needs of the community.”20 
While the Planning Process manual in its first edition certainly 
needs much improvement before any further results can be achieved on a 
national level, it has obviously been accepted as a necessary step toward 
a new definition of service and quality for public libraries. The PLA 
Board of Directors acknowledged the continuing emphasis on evalua- 
tion and measurement based on performance in lieu of static standards 
in a statement adopted at the 1981 ALA Annual Conference in San 
Francisco: 
...there have been substantial changes in the approcah to guidelines 
and standards preparation for the needs of public libraries .... 
The Public Library Mission Statement and its Imperatives for 
Service pointed out that future standards for public libraries must 
flow from the needs of institutions. This meant that goals and specific 
quantifiable, measurable objectives should be determined by each 
library and library system in terms of local community concerns and 
needs.21 
A manual on performance measurements for public libraries has 
been completed by the PLA Goals, Guidelines and Standards for Public 
Libraries Committee.22 The manual brings together examples of exist-
ing methods of performance measurements and provides specific exam- 
ples, charts, tables, and procedures for measuring specific library 
performance. 
Where are we going from here? Is the Public Library Association 
now content to sit back and say that there will no longer be any national 
standards or even national norms promulgated or promoted by PLA or 
ALA?No! The Public Library Association is continuing to work on the 
creation of statistical information both of a qualitative and quantitative 
measure that can help libraries assess the role they are playing in their 
communities and their individual weaknesses and needs. The current 
Goals, Guidelines and Standards Committee of PLA has ‘developed a 
series of output measures that can assist libraries in evaluating their 
effectiveness, not only a local but also on a national level. These twelve 
criteria are: (1) title fill rate; (2) browsing fill rate; (3) subject infor- 
mation fill rate; (4) response time; ( 5 )reference andinformation service; 
(6) circulation per capita; (7) in-library use; (8) collection turnover; 
(9)registration as a percentage of the population; (10)program atten- 
dance; (1 1) number of people who use library services, categorized three 
ways-(a) traffic in a building, (b) phone and mail use, (c) contactsout- 
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side library; and (12) workload measures. In discussing which measure 
to be used, the committee cited the following important points: 
1. It is very important that these measures be easy to use and 
appropriate for small libraries as well as large systems. 
2. Widespread use of the measures could eventually lead to the 
development of norms for categories of service in librariesof different 
sizes. 
3. The potential for comparison of statistics with other libraries 
will in itself encourage libraries to use the measures. 
4. The measurement manual should complement the planning 
process assisting libraries in the integration of planning and everyday 
work. 
5. Any future manuals should include caveats about where mea- 
sures may be invalid.... 
7. Measurements will be limited to output measures, not efficiency 
and not impact measures. The terms “output measures,” “grfor- 
mance measures” and “measures of effectiveness” were used. 
The goal of the steering committee working through the Baltimore 
County Public Library, which has a contract with a research firm, is to 
develop a manual that will introduce each measure, define it, detail the 
procedures and forms for collecting and reporting it, and discuss how 
performance and the measure might be improved. Test libraries will be 
involved. It is hoped that after the end of the test, a series of output 
measurements and definitions will be developed by the PLA Goals, 
Guidelines and Standards Committee for the PLA Board of Directors. 
Given the present timetable, such approval is possible at the 1982 ALA 
Annual Conference. 
None of this activity precludes the possible issuance of new 
national standards by the Public Library Association in the future, but 
this activity does indicate that, in all probability, any new standards 
which are issued, even to the extent of being termed norms, will be 
significantly different in their approach and application than the var- 
ious standards issued in the past fifty years. It is very probable that any 
new standards or measurements or norms of any kind which are devel- 
oped or promulgated by PLA or ALA in the future will be very close to 
those criteria offered by Ralph Blasingame and Mary Jo Lynch when 
they suggested that any new criteria should: “1) ‘be directed mainly 
toward planning for the future rather than on reporting the past,’ 
2)‘be useful in the management of a particular library rather than in 
comparison of one library with another,’ and 3) ‘be concerned with 
outputs-what the user gets from a library,’ rather than inputs- 
that is, what the funds enable a library to acquire in the way of staff, 
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materials and e q ~ i p m e n t . ” ~ ~  There is little doubt that in the future, 
libraries will be forced primarily to measure what services they are 
providing, not what resources they have. 
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Standards for State Libraries 
F. WILLIAM SUMMERS 
FORMUCH OF THEIR history, American state libraries have followed a 
rather unplanned and unguided process of development. The move- 
ment for state library development began about the turn of the century, 
and by 1909 thirty-four states had established an agency to promote the 
development of public library services.’ 
From the beginning these agencies were very diverse, founded for 
differing reasons and offering a wide variety of services. This pattern has 
persisted to the present. In most states, the term State Library has a 
specific meaning to that state alone. Some state libraries are concerned 
with public library development, others are not. In recent years i t  has 
become the pattern to refer to the agency concerned with the develop- 
ment of public library services across the state as the “state library 
agency” regardless of the official title of the organization, and whether 
or not that title includes the phrase “state library.” 
The movement to establish state library agencies in every state 
developed slowly through this century. It received significant impetus 
in the 1930s through a project operated by ALA, and funded by the 
Rosenwald Foundation, which placed a “library worker” in the South 
to spur library development. The first systematic effort to define and 
make quantitative statements about these agencies occurred in the 1930s 
when ALA began issuing a series of leaflets entitled “The Role of the 
State Library.” These leaflets may be seen as the precursors of standards, 
because they attempted to spell out the services which a state library 
F. William Summers is Dean, College of Librarianship, University of South Carolina, 
Columbia. 
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should provide, the kinds of personnel it should have, and the legal 
basis upon which good public library development should rest. 
The depression years were difficult ones for public libraries in 
general, and were especially critical periods for state libraries. It was 
exceedingly difficult to make progress while the nation was in severe 
economic difficulty. One major thrust of this era was a rather wide- 
spread effort to obtain state money for local libraries-a priority, no 
doubt, dictated by the financial difficulties which cities were having in 
providing essential services during this period. Many state libraries also 
cooperated extensively with state-level WPA (Work Projects Adminis- 
tration) projects, especially those relating to state and local history and 
bibliographic work. The years of World War I1 were also a period of 
slow development in state libraries. Not only was there a shortage of 
personnel and money, but perhaps equally important, there was a 
shortage of gasoline, which made it very difficult for state library 
extension workers to travel about the state engaging in efforts to estab-
lish and improve libraries. 
What might be called the heyday of state libraries began in the 
postwar years. First, there was general recognition that library develop- 
ment in the states had to proceed on a planned basis with state leader- 
ship and support. Second, there was a realization that effective library 
service across the states was going to require the creation of larger units 
of library service (systems), and that the effective agency for bringing 
about cooperation among the various levels of government involved 
was the state. Third, there was recognition that large numbers of Ameri-
can citizens lacked access to public library service. This latter point 
became the rallying cry for efforts for federal support of public library 
service, which succeeded in 1955 with the passage of the Library Services 
Act (LSA). The decision to place responsibility for administering the 
federal funds with the states was a major stimulus to thedevelopment of 
state agencies. The few remaining states which had not accepted or 
implemented responsibility for public library development at the state 
level were quick to do so. In many states the new personnel necessary to 
administer the funds were added to the agency staffs. In all too many 
cases, these new positions were funded from federal rather than state 
funds, a problem which has continued to plague some state agencies. 
Federal funds also brought the necessity, opportunity and the 
wherewithal for the states to engage in systematic planning of their 
library services, and also dollars to support the implementation of those 
plans. Regardless of one’s philosophy about the role of the federal 
government in supporting state and local services, the success of LSA 
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and its successor, the Library Services and Construction Act, is a clear 
incidence of federal dollars producing rather dramatic results in a 
relatively short time. 
The rapid development in state-level programs brought on by the 
federal activity resulted in a need for the states to know moreabout their 
own library structures, and this need was recognized by the American 
Association of State Libraries (AASL), which in 1957 appointed a 
Survey and Standards Committee chaired by Carma Leigh.' 
The work of this committee led to a grant from the Carnegie 
Corporation to fund a research project to obtain basic information on 
all state agencies yroviding library services and to establish standards 
for state libraries. The study team was initially headed by Robert D. 
Leigh, and upon his death in 1961, Dr. Phillip Monypenny assumed 
responsibility for the study. As is all too often the case, publication of 
the study occurred long after its completion, but the members of the 
AASL Survey and Standards Committee were in close contact with the 
study, and used data gathered by the study so that the first state library 
standards were issued by ALA in 1963, with the commentary of the study 
appearing three years later. 
When the standards appeared in 1963, AASL appointed a Standard 
Evaluation Committee which reported annually, and which recom- 
mended needed changes in 1967. In January 1968 a Standards Revision 
Committee was appointed, and the revised standards appeared in 1970. 
The revised standards are not radically different from the 1963 version. 
In 1977 the Association of State Library Agencies (ASLA) appointed a 
Standards Review Committee to revise the 1970 standard^.^ 
In discussing the work of revising the standards, Eberhart in his 
article cited earlier raised a number of conceptual and practical prob- 
lems, including the following: 
1 .  Whether or not there can be standards fororganizations as diverse 
and complex as the state libraries across the nation. 
2. Another conceptual difficulty is that the activity of state library 
agencies involves areas where other library groups already have stan- 
dards or interests, e g . ,  state institutions, public libraries. 
3.  Differences in the development of systems and networking capa- 
bility including the fact that there may be several networks operating 
in some states and none in others! 
Obviously these were substantial and difficult questions, because the 
committee was disbanded in 1980 and the efforts to revise the 1970 
standards ceased. At present, the Association of Specialized and Cooper- 
ative Library Agencies (ASCLA), successor to ASLA, has an ad hoc 
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subcommittee on Standards for the Library Functions at the State Level, 
which is attempting to ascertain the need, and necessary content, for 
standards6 
There appear, then, to be two significant questions: Do state library 
agencies need new standards? If so,can these be written? These ques- 
tions will be addressed later. 
The Present State Library Standards 
While the 1970 standards rest upon the research project carried out 
by Monypenny, it must be pointed out that this foundation is not as 
strong as might be desired. First, the study was largely descriptive in 
nature. It identified the characteristics of state libraries and discussed the 
range of services provided, but the study was neither evaluative nor 
predictive. It did not identify the elements which assured strength in a 
program, or those which were associated with weaknesses. In fact, given 
the importance which has been ascribed to them, state library programs 
have been the subject of relatively little substantive research. 
St. Angelo, Hartsfield and Goldstein attempted to explain the 
variations in state legislative support for the state library agency and 
public library program. Their findings indicated some significant dif -
ferences with previous perceptions of state libraries which are worth 
restating: 
1. Every state library agency is free to develop a strong program. 
Library programs are not limited or encouraged by the level of a 
state's economy, social development, educational programs, political 
tondi tions, or administrative structure.. .. 
2. Past expenditureand programpracticesdonot limit theabilityof 
agencies to develop strong programs .... 
3. Federal aid has been going more heavily to state agencies which 
are underfunded, but have been innovative in programming and high 
in their attainment of professional standards. 
4.Quality programs that do not require much funding appear to be 
a matter of internal agency leadership .... 
5 .  On the other hand, combined success in attaining quality pro- 
grams and sizable appropriation support requires an active political 
program designed to influence policy members .... 
6. Library development is not tied to educational development. It is 
just as possible for strong library programs to develop in states with 
weak educational programs as not. Conversely, strong educational 
programs are not consistently coupled with strong library programs.' 
Overall, these findings suggest that the quality of a state library pro- 
gram is not economically or socially determined and results from the 
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free will decisions in the state. Further, the study suggests that two 
leadership traits are necessary for success-innovation and profession- 
alization must be coupled with political activity on behalf of the state 
library program by the state library agency.’ 
It is not surprising that the standards lay great stress on the leader- 
ship role of the state library agency, charging i t  with a variety of 
leadership tasks, including the following major responsibilities: 
1 .  leadership in the development of state-wide plans involving all 
types of libraries at all levels within the state; 
2. encouraging and facilitating cooperation across state lines; 
3. developing a state-wide coordinated library system; 
4. setting minimal standards to qualify for state financial grants; 
5.  exercise leadership in maintaining the freedom to read; 
6.  exert leadershi to effect exchange of information and materials gPthrough networks. 
There is no research to indicate how well state library agencies have 
discharged these broad leadership responsibilities. Observationally, it 
could be suggested that this leadership has been in direct proportion to 
the dollars available to spend on various kinds of development-
stronger, therefore, in the case of public library systems, and weaker in 
the case of interlibrary cooperation. This hypothesis would suggest that 
declining federal support and stasis or retrenchment at the state level 
would serve to diminish the state library’s leadership. 
The literature does not indicate any research efforts to measure the 
impact of the standards. Nor is there the usual anecdotal literature about 
successes achieved through the use of standards. Yet absence of literature 
does not of itself indicate absence of impact. For the most part, the 
standards are sufficiently broad that few people could quarrel with 
them. Many of them are more self-evident truths or statements of com-
mon good practice, for example: “An architect should be commissioned 
who combines the abilities to plan for functional needs and to design an 
aesthetically satisfying structure compatible with other state 
buildings.”” 
What then are the weaknesses of the present standards? 
1. Like most library standards, they are based upon a very limited 
research base, and i t  is difficult if not impossible to establish a 
relationship between achievement of the standard and the quality of 
the library services which will be produced. 
2. The standards are almost completely nonquantified. Therefore, it is 
difficult to make statements about the levels of achievement of the 
standards, or to know what level of activity is required to meet them. 
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3. In the final analysis, the standards rest upon a pooling of profes-
sional opinion. However, sincere or even valid such an opinion is, it 
is always open to a charge of being self-serving. 
Toward a New View of State Library Standards 
It is not difficult to suggest a need for revision of the state library 
standards. Enormous changes have occurred in society and in libraries 
since 1970, and the standards are either silent or address weakly many of 
these issues. Primary targets for the revisions would appear to be the 
following: 
1. The standards lay great stress upon the role of the state library in 
arranging or, if necessary, providing service to unserved populations. 
This battle has been won for the most part, and need not receive the 
same emphasis in the future. Far greater emphasis needs to be placed 
upon the state’s responsibility to ensure the quality of access which 
citizens have to library services. 
2. The standards attempt todeal with the diverse organizational charac- 
teristics of library services at the state level. Monypenny described an 
idealized model called a “comprehensive state library” which, i t  was 
noted, existed in only a few states.” 
There is probably a need for the standards to deal more decisively 
with the “fractionating” of library functions at the state level, cer- 
tainly at least in the areas of system development, interlibrary cooper- 
ation and networking. It is probably far too late for the standards (or 
any other mechanism) to bring about the kind of unified agency 
modeled. The standards should address the issue of how effective 
coordination and action can occur with academic, public and school 
library interests in separate administrative units, as is frequently the 
case. 
3. The standards project the state library agency in the principal leader- 
ship and activity role with respect to the development of all types of 
libraries. These standards need to be made stronger and to indicate 
some process for gaining acceptance in this wider role. In too many 
states the state library agency is seen as a public library agency only, 
and i t  vies with a number of other organizations for the leadership 
role, among them major state universities and the large metropolitan 
library systems. 
Despite frequent cries for a strong state library agency, very little 
actual support is demonstrated in the professional community for 
proposals which would strengthen state libraries. 
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4. The standards call for shared financial support from social, state and 
federal sources. Over the years there have been various discussions 
about and proposals to define the proportion of total cost which each 
level should bear, a task which thus far has been frustrating and 
fruitless. The standards would perhaps identify the role or level of 
responsibility which each should assume in the total program. In the 
field of education, for example, the roles have been for the state to 
assure a minimum level of education available to all (in many instan- 
ces a very minimal level), for the localities to fund programs beyond 
this level which they considered important, and for the federal 
government to support activities in which there was a national 
priority-e.g., better nutrition, science, math, foreign-language edu- 
cation, and the like. 
The proper proportion of support for each level would then be a 
factor of the roles and functions assigned to that level, rather than a 
fixed proportion which is difficult to establish and to maintain as 
conditions change over time. 
5. The present standards lay great stress upon defining the quality of 
state library personnel, upon assessing their freedom from political 
control. The standards also indicate that all employees should be 
under a well-developed classification and pay plan, and comparable 
to other professional workers in state service. A major problem for 
state library agencies is that state salaries frequently do not keep pace 
with other levels of government. Consequently, many public, univer- 
sity and school libraries offer more attractive salaries than state 
library agencies. This problem is especially critical at the top levels. 
It is safe to say that there are relatively few state library agencies in 
which the salaries of the state librarian and top assistants compare 
favorably with those paid to top administrators in major academic 
and public libraries in the state. If the state library is to play the 
leadership role envisioned by the standards, it must have top-quality 
personnel and be enabled to compete with leading libraries for them. 
The revised standards must lay a clear rationale for separating the 
salary levels in state library agencies from the general state salary 
schedule, and linking them to those paid in the state’s academic and 
health agencies, which tend to be exceptions to the general salary 
structure in most states. 
Eberhart questioned whether standards could be written for agen- 
cies as diverse as the state libraries, and suggested that perhaps “guide- 
lines” to indicate qualitative aspects of programs might be more 
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feasible.12 His suggestion has merit, but such statements are likely to 
have lesser impact. 
Another approach might be to seek to define the services which 
state libraries should provide, and whenever possible, specify levels of 
performance which should be expected. If the state has a responsibility 
for interlibrary loan, how responsive should that service be? If it has a 
responsibility to provide consultant service to libraries, how frequent 
should that service be? Without greater efforts at quantification and 
specificity, it will be difficult to prepare a document which is more than 
an idealized and general description of a state library. 
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The Gap in Standards for Special Libraries 
JAMES BEAUPRE DODD 
THEDIVERSITY THAT Cowgill and Havlik' discussed in 1972 in a pre- 
vious article on this topic in Library Trends remains the starting point 
of any consideration of uniformity or standardization of special 
libraries. 
The issue of standards for special libraries brings to mind the fable 
about the boy whose father gave him a bundle of switches to break. The 
lad learned that the switches could not be broken all at one time, but that 
they could easily be broken one at a time. Special libraries comprise such 
a large and heterogeneous group that no successful effort has been made 
to establish standards that would apply to all of them. Instead, efforts 
have been concentrated on developing standards for groups of special 
libraries. Other articles in this issue cover such more nearly homogene- 
ous subsets as hospital and medical libraries, libraries serving the insti- 
tutionalized, library services for the visually and hearing impaired, and 
special libraries within academic and public libraries. 
In 1979, Markuson and Woolls2 reported that the US.  library 
system consists of 12,000 special libraries-more than the combined 
total of 3000 academic libraries and 8307 public libraries. The exact mix 
of this multiverse of special libraries is not precisely known. However, 
two recent estimates give some indication of the distribution. In 1981, 
Dodd reported to the joint National Commission on Libraries and 
Information ScienceISpecial Libraries Association (NCLIS/SLA) Task 
Force on the Role of the Special Library in Nationwide Networks and 
James Beauprb Dodd is Head, Users Services Division, Price Gilbert Memorial Library, 
Georgia Institute of Technology, Atlanta. 
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Cooperative Programs3 a tabulation made from the 1977 publication, 
Institutions Where SLA Members Are E r n p l ~ y e d . ~Dodd’s count showed 
58 percent worked in for-profit organizations, 16 percent in academic 
libraries, 8 percent in government agencies, 7 percent in public libraries, 
and 7 percent in associations or other private nonprofit organizations. 
The remainder worked in school libraries, medical libraries or law 
libraries. The accuracy of this count is limited because: (1) the directory 
could list only those SLAmembers who gave their business addresses on 
the membership application or renewal form; (2) i t  is a listing of 
personnel, not libraries; and (3) the categories given were not mutually 
exclusive. For instance, some law libraries are in profit-making organi- 
zations, as are some medical libraries. At the same time, Ruth D. Rodri-
guez, manager, Membership Department, Special Libraries 
Association, reported to the task force a simplified breakdown of the 
employment situations of the membership: 55 percent in corporate 
libraries, 22 percent in government or other social service libraries, 13 
percent in academic (including school) libraries, and 10 percent in 
public libraries5 
These tabulations indicate that a large percentage of special librar- 
ies are in profit-making organizations, mostly in business and industry. 
Because of the existence of these special libraries, the “divide and 
conquer” approach to standards for special libraries has not been 
entirely successful. Still valid is former SLA President Strable’s 1974 
comments to NCLIS: 
A sizable proportion of special libraries spring from, and are very 
much a part of, the capitalistic system. And this is a system which 
emphasizes competition, individuality, privateness and other charac- 
teristics which are in opposition to commonality of goals and activi- 
ties. In addition, all special libraries, whether in the profit sector or 
not, have long followed traditions based on non-standardization, 
unalikeness, and uniqueness. Much has always been made of how 
well the special library eschews slavishness to the norms followed in 
other types of libraries, but rather chooses adaptation or the creation 
of new techniques in order to meet the special needs of special clien- 
teles. The universality of this tradition has never been measured or 
tested. But it is an ever-present and important element in the self 
image of special librarians.‘ 
A factor that Strable did not touch upon is that the private sector is 
not sensitive to pressures for accreditation or certification. There are no 
unions and no government regulations that are in a position to effect 
performance standards in a private library, and the library profession 
itself does not yet have the clout of enforcement that other professions 
such as medicine, accounting and law have. 
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The innate resistance to conformity that Strable writes about is not 
the only difficulty in determining and applying standards to these 
special libraries. It is within this group that the greatest amount of all 
special library diversity is found. The sizes of the libraries range from 
the one-person operation to the massive libraries and library networks 
that are to be found in large corporations. Also, standards that might be 
meaningful for a chemical research organization would not necessarily 
be valid for a bank library, regardless of size. 
Efforts to establish standards applicable to all special libraries have 
been tangential in approach rather than direct frontal assaults on the 
problem. The most persistent efforts concern salaries. In 1982, the 
Special Libraries Association will conduct its seventh salary survey of its 
membership. The previous ones were reported in Special Libraries for 
the years 1959, 1967, 1970, 1973, 1976, and 1979.’ The purposes of the 
salary surveys were stated in the 1979 report, as follows: 
To obtain systematic accurate information about the salaries of spe-
cial librarians and information personnel; to establish a data bank 
from which inquiries about salariescan be answered for members of 
the Special Libraries Association, for persons engaged in personnel 
and recruitment activities, and for persons planning special library 
careers; to enable SLA members to assess their own salaries in view of 
the numerous variables.’ 
To supplement the indepth triennial surveys, SLA has conducted 
interim updates in recent years by sending a smaller questionnaire to 
only 25 percent of the membership. The most recent update, published 
in October 1981, states the purpose of the survey to be “aneffort to assist 
special librarians in salary negotiations ....” It states further: “The 
results provide an overview of the salaries of special librarians and a 
measure of annual salary increases since the last ~urvey.”~ 
For the 1982 survey, the association staff, particularly Dr. Mary 
Frances A. Hoban, manager, Professional Development, is collaborat- 
ing with the SLA Statistics Committee, chaired by Beth G. Ansley, in 
order to use the survey to gather additional statistical information about 
the association and “to make it  a more valid document for wage and 
salary negotiations.” Ansley further reports that: “Members of the Sta- 
tistics Committee have met with professionals in the wage and salary 
field in order to obtain their expert, external view of what the survey 
should contain.”” 
SLA continues to make another, though less effective, effort to 
establish a minimum salary standard for special libraries. Since April 
1974, the association has issued a leaflet entitled Employment Oppor -  
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tunities. It is: “issued monthly ...as a service to SLA members who are 
seeking positions and to employers who are seeking qualified special 
librarians ....Positions with starting salaries of $10,00O/year or more are 
listed in Employment Opportunities as ‘Professional Positions.’ Posi- 
tions with starting salaries less than $10,000/year or with non-
professional requirements are listed as ‘other.’ ””The initial minimum 
salary designated “professional” in this leaflet was $9000. Some SLA 
members think that the $10,000 figure is too low. The most recent 
decision by the Board of Directors on this matter was in June 1980, when 
it did not act on a recommendation from the chapter cabinet that the 
figure be raised to $12,500.12 
Cowgill and Havlik13 discussed the 1964 publication in Special 
Libraries of “Objectives and Standards for Special Librarie~.”’~ When 
that article was later reprinted in 1970 by SLA as a separate pamphlet, 
the title was shortened to “Objectives for Special Libraries,” and the 
“Appendix: Standard Specifications” was dropped. The deleted mate- 
rial was concerned only with physical standards for shelving, lighting 
and stack area arrangement, and had nothing to do with service or 
performance standards. 
The Special Libraries Association has continued to have a stan- 
dards committee under one name or another, and continues to be a 
voting member of the American National Standards Committee Z39. 
A brief recounting of the activities of the SLAcommittee will show 
that i t  has been fully occupied with problems other than performance 
and service standards. At the time the Cowgill and Havlik article was 
written in 1972, Cowgill was chairman of the Standards C~mmittee.’~ 
His untimely death shortly thereafter caused a brief hiatus in the work of 
that committee. Under the later leadership of Fred J. O’Hara (1973-75), 
Zoe Cosgrove (1975-77), Scott Kennedy (1977-78), LeRoy Linder (1978- 
80), and Audrey Grosch (1980-82), the committee has been concerned 
with such issues as: 
surveys and statistics; 

projected manpower needs; 

a commonly accepted definition of special libraries; 

a system of classification and categorization of special libraries; 

job descriptions for exempt and nonexempt library employees; 

liaison with the National Center for Education Statistics; 

representation on the A M L A D ,  Library Organization and Manage- 

ment Section, Statistics Coordinating Committee; 
common bibliographic exchange format; 
AACR2; 
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ANSI 239.7; and 
recommendations from the White House Conference on Library and 
Information Services.“ 
The SLA Standards Committee was renamed the Standards and 
Statistics Committee in 1976. In June 1978, the 1977-78 Board of Direc- 
tors of SLA acted to dissolve the Standards and Statistics Committee. 
One week later, the 1978-79 Board of Directors authorized the reestab- 
lishment of two committees: the Standards Committee and the Statistics 
Committee. The Statistics Committee has since been chaired by Scott 
Kennedy (1978-80) and by Beth G. Ansley (1980-82), and continues work 
on statistical concerns of the former Standards and Statistics Commit- 
tee.17 The makeup and the definition of the Standards Committee was 
most recently changed by action of the Board of Directors in October 
1981: 
Standards Committee 
Five members appointed for overlapping terms of three years each. 
Members may be appointed as SLA representatives to otherorganiza-
tions serving a similar purpose; or, as the President shall see fit, SLA 
representatives to such organizations may serve as ex officio members 
of the Committee for the terms of their appointments. Ex officio 
members shall participate fully in all the Committee’s activities. 
The Committee shall: (1) identify and disseminate to Association 
members existing and proposed standards for services, facilities, staffs 
and resources of special libraries and information centers; (2)review 
proposed standards and initiate ideas for new standards related to 
special libraries and information centers; and (3) serve as liaison 
between the Association and other organizations concerned with 
standards. 
The purpose of authorizing the ex officio members is to strengthen the 
relationships between SLA and organizations working in the field of 
standardization, especially ANSC B 9 .  
Action by the U.S. Office of Personnel Management in December 
1981 threatens serious erosion of the educational requirements and 
salaries for federal librarians and information specialist^.'^ Any changes 
in these “Classification and Qualification Standards for Federal Library 
Informa tion Positions” would affect not only federal information per-
sonnel, but may also be felt by special libraries in the private as well as 
other public sectors. 
Given the rapid changes in the information field, particularly 
technical advances, and the need for flexibility in profit-making organi- 
zations so that they can respond to changes in the marketplace and in the 
economy, i t  is unlikely that comprehensive standards of performance 
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and service will ever be developed for business and industrial libraries. 
However, we can continue to write about and describe the successful 
ones. 
The lack of standardization pertains only to the internal operation 
of the organizations. Special libraries in the profit sector are increas- 
ingly aware of the need for external standardization so that they can 
interface with other libraries, particularly through networks. Investiga- 
tions by the NCLISISLA Task Force have revealed widespread partici- 
pation for libraries in profit-making organizations throughout OCLC 
and related and similar networks.20 Certainly, the lack of comprehensive 
performance standards has not been a hindrance to libraries in the profit 
sector in taking active and leading roles in the profession. 
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Standards for the Visually and Hearing Impaired 
STEPHEN PRINE 
KIETH C. WRIGHT 
NINETEENEIGHTY-ONE MARKS THE FIFTIETH anniversary of the Library of 
Congress network which provides service to blind citizens of the United 
States. This service has changed a great deal since it  began in 1931; the 
services offered have been expanded and the eligible population has 
increased to approximately 1.4 percent of the total population. Provi- 
sion of library service to this group and the development of standards for 
the libraries providing this service will be reviewed in the first part of 
this article. The second part of the article will discuss the development 
of guidelines for libraries serving the deaf and hard of hearing. 
STANDARDS FOR THE BLIND AND VISUALLY IMPAIRED 
Library service for the blind in the United States began during the 
nineteenth century when a few progressive public libraries and schools 
for the blind began to build collections of embossed (brailled) books. 
The public libraries were primarily located in metropolitan areas and in 
schools for the blind which had a captive audience. Content of the 
libraries’ collections depended upon space and the particular code in 
which the books were embossed. 
Stephen Prine is Director of Library Services for the Handicapped, South Carolina State 
Library, Columbia; and Kieth C. Wright is Chairman, Department of Library 
Science/Educational Technology, University of North Carolina at Greensboro. 
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In 1928, the American Library Association asked the American Foun- 
dation for the Blind to make a study of the library needs of blind 
people and how they were being met. This study showed that: 
1. Some blind persons were borrowing books from several libraries. 
2. Less than 10,OOO blind people in the United States were making 
use of any library. 
3. Libraries were having a difficult time obtaining embossed books 
because there were so few sources of supply.... 
The American Foundation for the Blind, with the support of the 
American Library Association, recommended that the federal govem- 
ment undertake to supply free books for the blind to a [designated 
group] of geographically welldistributed libraries, on condition that 
these libraries circulate the books to readers in the assigned zones... 
whether or not these zones included an area larger than the taxing 
district maintaining the library. 
This recommendation resulted in the passaRe of the Pratt-Smoot 
Bill, which was signed into law by President-Hoover on March 3, 
1931.’ 
This law mandated that the Librarian of Congress: 
provide books ...for the use of the adult blind residents of the United 
States, including the several States, Territories, insular possessions, 
and the District of Columbia. 
The Librarian of Congress may arrange with such libraries as he 
may judge appropriate to serve as local or regional centers for the 
circulation of such books, under such conditions and regulations as 
he may prescribe. In the lending of such books, preference shall at  all 
times be given to the needs of blind persons who have been honorably 
discharged from the United States military or naval service2 
This law was amended by an “Act of March 4, 1933...[which] 
amended section 1 by adding after the word ‘books’ the following 
‘published either in raised characters, on sound-reproduction records, 
or in any other form.’ Initially eighteen libraries were designated as 
regional libraries for the blind. This network of regional libraries, with 
the Library of Congress as a central point for the production of books in 
embossed and recorded formats, still exists today. 
From its beginning, this network was cooperative in nature. The 
Library of Congress provided regional libraries with books and equip- 
ment. The regional libraries’ parent organizations assumed responsibil- 
ities for staffing ongoing operations. All books, embossed and recorded, 
were mailed free to and from readers under a 1904 law which provided 
free mailing privileges for blind individuals. Throughout the 1930s, 
talking-book machines were provided as a WPA (Work Projects Admin- 
istration) project. 
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The recorded books were produced on a specially developed long- 
playing disc which played at 33%rpm. Familiar to everyone today, the 
33Hrpm record was originally designed by the American Foundation for 
the Blind for the purpose of recording books for the blind. Throughout 
the history of this service, publishers and authors have generously 
granted permission for their works to be recorded and/or brailled, and, 
in some cases, have even participated in the recording. 
The Pratt-Smoot Act specified that books be provided for the adult 
blind. In 1952 this act was amended by deleting the word adult, which 
made juvenile blind eligible for service. In 1966 the act was again 
amended: “Public Law 89-522 extended books-for-the-blind service to 
all persons who are unable to read conventional printed materials 
because of physical or visual limitation^."^ 
In the late 1960s, technological advances began affecting library 
service for the blind and physically handicapped more agressively. For 
instance, a number of books had been produced on open-reel tape. This 
format proved unsuitable for a variety of reasons, but i t  did lead the way 
to the use of audiocassettes. Production of books on cassettes by the 
Library of Congress greatly expanded service capabilities of regional 
libraries. If a network library obtained tape duplication equipment, it 
could produce additional copies of a cassette book from a master tape to 
meet reader needs. With recording studios, the network libraries could 
produce books and magazines of local or regional interest read by 
volunteers. 
At the same time, this library network was expanding and decen- 
tralizing. The concept of subregionalization was embraced by a large 
segment of the network. A subregional library is “a department or unit 
of a public library which provides services ...[to] residents of a specified 
area of the regional library’s total service area.”5 The subregional 
library has a much smaller collection and depends on the regional 
library for backup support for books, equipment and, in some cases, 
recordkeeping. There are now 56 regional and 102 subregional libraries 
in the United States. 
In the 1970s the Library of Congress contracted for the establish- 
ment of multistate centers (MSC). Each MSC (there are now four) serves 
as a resource point for books, equipment and supplies for the regional 
libraries within its service-specified area. In the 1970s, the number of 
readers increased so dramatically throughout the country that many 
regional libraries began looking for ways to improve their service. The 
need for automation of circulation, machine inventory and periodical 
holdings has been felt and, wherever possible, implemented by an 
ever-growing segment of the network. 
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It is against this historical background of service development that 
the development of standards for library service should be viewed. The 
period between 1956 and 1976 saw the first major study of libraries 
serving the blind. From this study general simplified standards were 
developed which gave way to the standards formulated in the Commis- 
sion on Standards and Accreditation of Services for the Blind (COM-
STAC) Report. These standards were replaced by “guidelines” 
developed by LC’s Division for the Blind and Physically Handicapped, 
now the National Library Service for the Blind and Physically Handi- 
capped (NLS). 
The first comprehensive attempt to survey the network and identify 
service problems and goals was the Survey of Library Service for the 
Blind 1956 by Francis R. St. John, conducted under the auspices of the 
American Foundation for the Blind (AFB), with the encouragement of 
the Library of Congress. Robert Barnett, executive director of AFB, 
outlined the need for this study in a letter written to St. John: 
The purpose of this study of library services for blind persons is to 
assess the administrative and professional effectiveness of the special 
library facilities and programs established to serve blind individuals. 
A basic corollary to this purpose is the ongoing objective of improv-
ing services for blind persons. Toachieve these objectives it is planned 
to: 
1. Survey the twenty-eight libraries responsible for the distribution 
of braille and talking books provided by the federal government. The 
survey will involve a qualitative and quantitative evaluation of both 
the professional and administrative aspects of these libraries. 
2. Survey the more than fifty agencies and organizations currently 
responsible for the distribution and maintenance of talking book 
machines.6 
Two other objectives, that of surveying the blind themselves to 
ascertain their needs, and the development of an “authoritative state- 
ment of principles and standards [which can be used] ‘to measure and 
advance the professional level of library services for blind persons,’ ”’ 
were not addressed by the St. John study, but were left for future 
consideration. The Library of Congress’s NLS has followed through 
with these objectives by providing funding for a reader survey and the 
standards. The latter was published by the ALA in 1979, and the former 
was conductedand published by the American Foundation for the Blind 
in the same year.’ 
The St. John survey, published in 1957, included not only results 
and recommendations, but attempted to draw a complete picture of the 
network by including a history of library service for the blind and a 
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section on organization patterns. Recommendations were made in the 
following areas: finance; organization; staffing; physical conditions (of 
books, equipment, and libraries); records; book selection; communica- 
tion; technical problems; and publicity. The survey also made recom- 
mendations for future study needed in the following areas: books for 
blind children, book selection, standards, and research. The two major 
conclusions drawn from this survey were that: (1) “The needs of blind 
readers and their best interests be the factors to be weighed most heavily 
in making decisions in respect to library service for the blind”; and 
(2) “Library service is a skilled and professional service. Those who are 
blind should have service at least as competent as service for the 
~ ighted .”~The recommendations in the conclusions of the St. John 
survey formed the basis for the standards and guidelines which 
followed. 
In 1961, “Standards for Regional Libraries for the Blind” was 
prepared by the Library of Congress, Division for the Blind (now NLS), 
in cooperation with the ALA Round Table on Library Service to the 
Blind. These standards were prescriptive in nature, and minimally met 
the recommendations of the St. John survey to “develop an authorita- 
tive statement of principles and standards.”” These standards did, 
however, expand St. John’s conclusions with the following philosophi- 
cal statement: “A regional library for the blind is essentially a public 
library for the legally blind person residing in the geographical area i t  
serves. It should also be a source of basic information for all persons 
living in that area on the subjects of blindness and services available to 
blind persons.”” 
In 1966, ALA’s Public Libraries Division incorporated the follow- 
ing statement into its standards: “It is to be expressly understood that 
each standard in this document applies toall ages and groups, and that a 
standard is not achieved if its provisions are met for one part of the 
population but not for another.”12 State library standards adopted by 
the American Association of State Libraries (AASL) in July 1965 
included the statement: “Resources available within or near each state 
shall include a full range of reading materials for the blind and visually 
handicapped. ‘’13 
In 1964, the American Foundation for the Blind (AFB) created the 
Commission on Standards and Accreditation of Services for the Blind. 
Financed by AFB, the commission maintained autonomy in procedures 
and policy-making. The two major accomplishments of the commis- 
sion were: (1) the formulation of standards for agencies serving the blind 
and visually handicapped, which were published in 1966 as The COM-
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STAC Report: Standards for Strengthened Ser~ices;’~ and ( 2 )the desig- 
nation of a continuous entity which would be responsible for 
administering a method of accountability based on the standards. 
ALA’s Library Administration Division adopted the COMSTAC 
standards in July 1966, which were published in 1967 as Standards for 
Library Seruices for the Blind and Visually Handicapped. Eric Moon 
wrote: “If [these standards find] sufficient enthusiastic support at all 
levels, [they] can do much toremove another group from the ranks of the 
‘under-privileged’ library users. ”15 
Unfortunately, these standards did not receive “sufficient support” 
from the network. It may be, as Donald John Wekr, director of the 
Florida Regional Library for the Blind and Physically Handicapped, 
suggested, “when these standards’ quantitative elements were applied, 
most libraries found them deficient since their standards were so idealis-
tic that their application was unpracticable.”16 Or, as Katherine Pres- 
cott (former Regional Librarian of the Cleveland Regional Library, and 
chair of the ALA subcommittee writing the standards for the blind and 
physically handicapped) succinctly put it: 
In [1966, the same year ALA adopted the COMSTAC library stan- 
dards], the U.S. Congress passed the momentous Public Law 80-522 
which extended the Library of Congress “books for the blind” pro- 
gram to physically handicapped persons unable to use conventional 
print....[This] introduced important factors for change, a newreader- 
ship with the doubling of potential users, and dramatically acceler- 
ated growth which in turn generated a trend toward decentralization 
in service and administration. The climate in which the service oper-
ates [had] also changed greatly since 1966, with the rising expecta- 
tions of users and their increasing determination toparticipateas full 
equals in shaging the structure of [library] services to meet their 
requirements. 
By the early 1970s the National Accreditation Council (NAC) of 
agencies serving the blind and visually handicapped, formerly COM-
STAC, found itself in conflict with the National Federation of the 
Blind. As a result, ALA, because of its formal association with NAC, 
became embroiled in the conflict. Because of this ongoing problem, in 
1973 “the ALA Round Table on Libmry Services to the Blind passed a 
resolution for new standards that would recognize and be responsive to” 
the blind and physically handicapped library situation.” In 1975, at the 
ALA Annual Conference in San Francisco, the minutes of the Board of 
Directors of the Health and Rehabilitative Library Services Division 
(HRLSD) further defined the controversy: 
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A resolution recommending that ALA withdraw its membership 
from NAC will be presented for discussion. It is the feeling of at least 
some members of the section that NAC as an accrediting agency for 
blind rehabilitation agencies is not the best agency to develop stan- 
dards for library service to blind and physically handicapped persons. 
It is further the feeling that NAC is involved in a power struggle with 
the National Federation of the Blind and that it is inappropriate for 
ALA, HRLSD and the regional libraries for the blind and physically 
handicapped to become involved in this contr~versy.'~ 
In July 1975, the following two resolutions were passed by the 
Library Services for the Blind and Physically Handicapped Section of 
HRLSD. Both were forwarded to the HRLSD Executive Board, and the 
latter resolution was submitted to the ALACouncil at the 1976 Midwin-
ter meeting. 
WHEREAS, the primary concern of the National Accreditation 
Council for Agencies Serving the Blind and Visually Handicapped is 
the accreditation of rehabilitative and social service programs for the 
blind and visually impaired, and 
WHEREAS, the current 1966 standards for library service are 
designed for special service agencies for the blind and are outdated 
and inapplicable to public libraries in general, and 
WHEREAS, NAC regularly issues publicity indicating that ALA is 
an affiliate and supporter of NAC, and 
WHEREAS, the American Library Association believes that all hand-
icapped persons are entitled to integrated library service at all levels 
(state, regional, local), 
THEREFORE, BE I T  RESOLVED that the American Library Asso- 
ciation disassociate itself from the National Accreditation Council 
and formulate standards of library service for all handicapped persons 
and that the National Accreditation Council be informed of this 
action by the appropriate ALA official. 
WHEREAS, the present Standards for Library Services for the Blind 
and Visually Handicapped, which were formulated by the National 
Accreditation Council for Agencies Serving the Blind and Visually 
Handicapped and adopted by ALA in 1966,are not relevant to library 
services as being provided today, and 
WHEREAS, said standards emphasize centralized services, while the 
trend is toward decentralization and provision of local library service 
to all handicapped individuals, and 
WHEREAS, said standards are too limited in scope, applying only to 
library services for the blind and visually impaired, totally excluding 
service to over 80 percent of the handicapped-those with physical 
disabilities, and 
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WHEREAS, continued utilization and reliance upon the 1966 stan- 
dards is a disservice to the library community, 
THEREFORE, BE I T  RESOLVED that the Standards for Library 
Services for the Blind and Visually Handicapped, adopted by the 
Library Administration Division of ALA on July 14,1966, bedeclared 
obsolete, and that continued distribution of said standardsby ALA be 
discontinued.% 
In 1976, network libraries serving the blind and physically handi- 
capped were again without standards. At this point LC’s Division for 
the Blind and Physically Handicapped (DBPH) did two things. First, i t  
issued its Guidelines for Regional Libraries. These guidelines were 
prepared with input from the user community and network librarians. 
The general philosophy of these guidelines follows: 
Reading occupies a significant place in our lives today. Reading for 
educational, vocational, informational, and recreational purposes 
begins in the early years of life, when a parent reads to his child, and 
continues through the senior citizen years. In a complex, rapidly 
changing environment, our understanding of the present, its relation- 
ship to the past, and what the future may hold, can be enriched 
through the use of books, magazines, and a variety of other informa- 
tion and media resources. The principal organization committed to 
the acquisition, arrangement, and dissemination of this material and 
information is the public library. The needs of the blind and handi- 
capped reader are no different from those of other citizens. Differences 
may exist in the kinds of media and in the methods used for dissemi- 
nation, but the range of subjects covered and the uses to which the 
material is put are the same2l 
At the same time, DBPH followed through on the St. John survey 
recommendation for “authoritative standards” by beginning formal 
negotiations with ALA to expedite new standards for libraries serving 
the blind and physically handicapped. 
In September 1977, a contract was signed by Robert Wedgeworth, 
Executive Director of ALA, and Frank Kurt Cylke, chief of LC’s DBPH. 
DBPH agreed to subsidize the writing of the standards, provided they 
were completed within a two-year period. The contract required ALA: 
“to formulate the standards for library services to the blind and physi- 
cally handicapped which are provided through the network adminis- 
tered by the Library of Congress, Division for the Blind and Physically 
Handicapped, under Public Law 89-522. Specifically the standards 
shall cover services at the national, multistate, regional, subregional, 
and machine agency levels. ”2z In addition, this contract outlined future 
objectives encouraging ALA: 
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to formulate the standards for library services to the blind and physi- 
cally handicapped which are provided by state, public, school (ele- 
mentary and secondary), academic (post-secondary), and institutional 
(hospital, nursing homes, correctional facilities, etc.) libraries. Also 
included shall be standards for organizations and agencies which are 
developing and maintaining print collections about visual physical 
handi~aps.2~ 
With these objectives and time frame in mind, HRLSD (now the 
Association of Specialized and Cooperative Library AgenciedASCLA) 
appointed a committee of eight individuals to write the standards. Each 
member of the committee was assigned a section to develop. The com- 
mittee was well chosen in that i t  included individuals with extensive 
backgrounds in library services to the handicapped, as well as represen- 
tatives from other agencies serving the handicapped. Because of their 
dedication and hard work, in approximately six months the committee 
released a draft entitled March 1978 Preliminary Draft Standards of 
Seruices for the Library of Congress Network of Librariesfor the Blind 
and Physically Handicapped. This draft was made available in braille, 
disc and print to the LC network, consumer organizations, and to all 
ALA division presidents and executive secretaries. 
At the ALA Annual Conference in Chicago in June 1978, the 
program of the Library Services for the Blind and Physically Handi- 
capped Section (LSBPHS) consisted of a forum on the proposed stan- 
dards. The meeting was attended by approximately 250 librarians and 
consumers. As a result of the feedback from the forum and written 
comments, the committee completely rewrote portions of the draft 
standards document. 
At this same conference, the LSBPHS membership voted that a 
revised draft of the standards should be provided to all members, and 
that a mail vote approving or disapproving the standards be effected 
before the 1979 ALA Midwinter Meeting in Washington, D.C. Arevised 
draft was developed and mailed to the LSBPHS membership and was 
overwhelmingly approved by voting members. This revised draft was 
also presented as an agenda topic at the National Conference of Librar- 
ians for the Blind and Physically Handicapped, held in Washington, 
D.C., in October 1978. During the ALA Midwinter Meeting in 1979, the 
LSBPHS Executive Committee approved the proposed standards, as did 
the ASCLA Standards Review Committee, the ASCLA Board of Direc-
tors, and the ALA Standards Review Committee. These standards were 
published by ALA late in 1979, and the Library of Congress network 
finally had “authoritative standards.” 
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The committee which wrote the 1977 standards was well aware that 
all relevant topics could not be included in these standards, and that the 
passage of time would change their focus. Therefore, under section 3.8 
on future considerations, the following recommendations were 
included: 
The ASCLA Standards for Library Service to the Blind and Physically 
Handicapped Subcommittee urges the immediate appointment by 
the ASCLA Board of Directors of a new committee to monitor the 
implementation of these standards with the goal of formulating new 
standards within five years. The charge to this committee should 
include a mechanism for user participation initially and periodically 
throughout the phases of standards formulation; one method would 
be an advisory council of users to work with the ASCLA committee. 
The present subcommittee suggests that the new committee under- 
take the following tasks: 
1. Cooperation with the LC/NLS Network of Libraries for the 
Blind and Physically Handicapped in activities such as: 
a. Testing the criteria used in the present standards; collecting 
factual data on costs, staffing patterns, space requirements, and 
production and duplication of library materials. 
b. Research evaluating the present standards; relating criteria to 
program activities as well as togross statistics such as circulation, 
users registered, and staff. 
c. Documentation of user and network staff participation in 
planning and policy determination. 
2. Investigation and evaluation of new developments in: 
a. Services such as the radio reading service. 
b. Technical advances such as automated circulation systems. 
c. Impact of electronic reading aids. 
d. Effect of new legislation on the use by blind and physically 
handicapped users of the resources in various types of libraries 
not linked formally in the LC/NLS Network of Libraries for the 
Blind and Physically Handicapped." 
In 1980 a subcommittee was appointed by ASCLA, which currently 
meets at ALA midwinter and annual conferences for the purposes of 
monitoring the implementation of these standards and receiving com- 
ments and suggestions which will be turned over to a committee with 
the responsibility of revising the standards. 
At the 1980 National Conference of Librarians for the Blind and 
Physically Handicapped, the NLSIBPH announced i t  would be solicit- 
ing proposals for a two-year study of the implementation of the ALA 
standards by the network. Specifically, the contract called for the 
following: 
a. to develop appropriate fact gathering tools, and a reporting 
format for consistent and accurate evaluation of NLS and network 
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libraries in relation to the ALA Standards of Service ...;
b. to identify an advisory group to review the products of paragraph 
(a); to convene the group, solicit comments and prepare a typed 
statement of the plan acceptable to all; 
c. to implement the plan developed (a and b) by visiting NLS, four 
multistate centers,and the regional libraries (currently fifty-six) over 
no more than a two-year period, preparing reports on each agency, 
and preparing a consolidatedreport at the end of the period to reflect 
the overall status of NLS, the MSC, and the network when compared 
with the Standards; 
d. to develop an agreement instrument which can be used between 
network libraries and NLS...; 
e. to prepare a plan for ongoing monitoring of the Standards after 
the contract expires.% 
In December 1980, Battelle Memorial Laboratories of Columbus, Ohio, 
was awarded the contract for the study. In 1981 Battelle appointed an 
advisory committee consisting of four representatives from the NLS 
network and representatives from consumer organizations and the aca- 
demic community. 
The initial meeting of the Battelle Standards Advisory Committee 
was held February 1981 at NLS in Washington, D.C. Prior to the 
meeting, Battelle had prepared a questionnaire based on the standards. 
The advisory committee reviewed the questionnaire and made sugges- 
tions. The questionnaire was finalized and distributed to NLS, the 
regional libraries, and the multistate centers and their administering 
agencies. The questionnaire contained five parts and was designed to 
allow libraries to show whether or not they met individual standards 
(totally or in part), as well as whether, in their opinion, they were 
providing quality if they did not meet the individual standard. The 
questionnaires were received by the network libraries in the summer of 
1981. 
At the request of the ASCLA standards subcommittee on handi- 
capped standards, a special section was added to the questionnaire to 
solicit network librarians’ opinions of the standards. This section is 
being returned unsigned and will be turned over to the ASCLA Stan- 
dards Subcommittee on Library Services to the Blind and Physically 
Handicapped as feedback for future revision of the standards. 
The results will be statistically compiled, grouping libraries 
according to several criteria, such as size, budget and circulation. The 
results will show which standards the network is meeting, and which 
standards need to be met: “The NLS Network participation in this 
project is a pioneering effort. Never before has a comprehensive review 
of libraries and their relations to a set of standardsbeen attemptedat the 
national 
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Sadly, the development ofstandards for library services to blind and 
physically handicapped individuals which are provided by public 
schools and by academic and institutional libraries has not proceeded at 
the same pace. In 1979 an ASCLA interest group formed to work with 
other ALA divisions to encourage integration of standards for the 
handicapped into their overall standards. To date there has been little 
interest from the other divisions. It is hoped that by the time the next 
Library Trends issue on standards is published, other divisions’ stan- 
dards will reflect sections on services to the blind and physically 
handicapped. 
STANDARDS FOR THE DEAF AND HEARING IMPAIRED 
Through the work of the Library Services to the Deaf Section of 
ASCLA (and its predecessor, the ad hoc Committee on Services to the 
Deaf) and numerous individuals, library services for deaf and hearing 
impaired patrons came to national attention in the latter half of the 
1970s. When this author became librarian of Gallaudet College in 1972, 
there was a need to explore ways in which public libraries could serve 
deaf patrons. Gallaudet College sponsored a regional workshop on such 
services, and later a national workshop, with invitations extended to 
state library agencies, state deaf associations and public libraries. Two 
early influential papers need to be cited: Lee Putnam’s “Information 
Needs of Hearing Impaired Pe~ple ,”~’  and Alice Hagemeyer’s Deaf 
Awareness Handbook for Public Libraries.m Since 1976 these publica- 
tions, as well as ALA preconferences and program sections (such as the 
ASCLA’s Library Services to the Deaf Section and the Reference and 
Adult Services Division 1979 ALA program, “Working with Deaf 
Adults”), have increased awareness of the possibilities for services to 
deaf patrons, and they illustrate types of programs and services which 
have been tried. 
As more and more libraries initiated services to deaf patrons, the 
need changed from informal sharing of programs and services that 
worked to the need to be able to evaluate these services on the basis of 
some standards. In 1978-79, the ASCLA Board appointed an Ad Hoc 
Subcommittee on Standards for Library Services to the Deaf. Under the 
chairmanship of Lethene Parks, this subcommittee drew on the resour- 
ces of the membership of the Library Services to the Deaf Section of 
ASCLA and input from libraries which had program experience with 
deaf patrons. 
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Over a period of two years, this subcommittee worked on develop- 
ing Guidelinesfor Public Library Service to Deaf and Hard ofHearing 
Persons.B Although still in draft form, the guidelines have been 
reviewed by the Library Services to the Deaf Section Executive Commit- 
tee, and will be referred to the appropriate committees in ASCLA and 
the Public Library Division of ALA. These draft guidelines provide our 
best present source for program evaluation. The guidelines are divided 
into five sections: (1) introduction, (2) communication, (3)resources, 
(4) publicity and program, and ( 5 ) participation and staffing. 
The introduction underscores the wide variety of hearing lossesand 
of means of communication used by those who are deaf, as well as the 
legislative mandate to ensure that all these groups have reasonable 
access to all of the services of the public library. 
The guidelines on communication recognize that communication 
with the deaf patron requires a consciousness of several facts: 
1. For many deaf people English is a second language and sign lan- 
guage is their primary means of communication, so that public 
programs in the library will need sign-language interpretation. 
2. Much communication for the deaf patron needs to be focused on the 
visual medium. Library signs should use the international symbol 
code as well as printed English. Video (especially with the use of 
closed-caption decoder) is another important information format for 
deaf patrons. Special attention needs to be paid to the lighting of 
meeting rooms so that deaf persons can see the interpreter or other-
wise more easily read lips. All important signals (fire alarms, eleva- 
tor, etc.) should be visual as well as auditory. In any emergency, the 
library staff should check to see that deaf and hard-of-hearing persons 
have received the alarm. 
3. Auditory aids will help many hard-of-hearing persons who want to 
use listening stations or other audio formats. Audio equipment and 
at least one telephone should be amplified to a level where hard-of- 
hearing people can utilize them. 
4. 	Deaf persons can make use of the telephone by means of telecommu- 
nication devices for the deaf (TDD), and libraries should have at least 
one such device for references, information and referral service. Deaf 
patrons should be able to use the library TDD to contact other TDD 
locations. 
The guidelines on resources emphasize that deaf persons have the 
same information needs as other people. English reading skills vary 
greatly among these patrons, and resources which are high interesdlow 
vocabulary, heavily illustrated, or in film or video format will be useful. 
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Up-to-date resources which give information on deafness (medical, 
legal, educational, cultural, biographical) for all age levels should be 
collected and displayed by libraries. The library’s information and 
referral file should provide information on persons and organizations 
who provide services for deaf persons. 
The guidelines on publicity and programs urge inclusion of deaf 
and hard-of-hearing persons in all programs, services or classes of the 
library through publicity among local and state organizations serving 
the deaf and hard-of-hearing. Any special services (e.g., interpreters), 
resources or equipment (TDD, etc.) should be promoted by special 
publications and announcements. Library programs or promotions on 
local television should be captioned or interpreted for deaf people. 
Library film programs can regularly include unnarrated or captioned 
films. 
The guidelines on participation and staffing remind libraries that 
deaf and hard-of-hearing patrons should be represented on advisory 
boards, trustees and voluntary groups related to the library. Any special 
programs for deaf persons should be cooperatively planned with those 
persons. Equal opportunity and affirmative action will be promoted as 
library staff members are trained to communicate with deaf persons and 
deaf or hard-of-hearing persons are considered for employment in the 
library. 
Although still in its beginning phase, library services to deaf and 
hard-of-hearing persons have developed an amazing variety and depth 
of services and programs. The Library Services for the Deaf Section of 
ASCLA has cooperated with other ALA divisions and with deaf organi- 
zations, such as the National Association of the Deaf,30 to develop 
guidelines for such services and programs. 
CONCLUSION 
Twenty-three years after St. John’s survey, ALA has approved 
Standards of Seruice for the Library of Congress Network of Libraries 
for the Blind and Physically Handicapped. While these are “bench- 
mark” standards, they are not carved in stone. The committee which 
wrote these standards recommended a revision within five years. In the 
two years since approval, some standards have already become obsolete, 
and the need to address additional areas has become evident. These 
standards will be revised in 1985-86 based on input obtained from the 
LC network. 
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Standards for service to the deaf and hard-of-hearing are beginning 
to emerge, as more and more libraries and organizations of deaf persons 
seek to communicate the library’s potential to the deaf community. A 
major first step was taken with the publication of “Techniques for 
Library Service to the Deaf and Hard of Hearing.’’31 ASCLA will con- 
tinue to encourage other ALA divisions to include library service to the 
handicapped in their existing standards, but resistance will not fade 
until service to the handicapped is perceived as more than simply the 
removal of architectural barriers. 
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Standards for Library Services 
to People in Institutions 
RICHARD T. MILLER, JR. 
ANYAUTHOR .WHO PROPOSES to examine in one article the topic of 
standards for institutional library services must admit at the start that 
nothing more than an overview can be offered. The diversity of the 
institutions from state to state, changes in how society at large views 
these institutions and their residents, and differing approaches by state 
library agencies-these and other factors militate against any simple 
description of library standards related to institutional libraries. 
This article will begin with a review of the various types of institu-
tions which exist. Next i t  will consider some of the national, state and 
local standards which exist for each type of institution, as well as cover 
guidelines or goals which are sometimes used in lieu of standards. In 
addition, standards used by state library agencies in their institutional 
library planning will be discussed. A consideration of the particular 
problems associated with standardization of standards in institutions 
will follow. Finally, observations will be made about some of the 
positive and negative aspects of current standards, and conclusions will 
be drawn concerning the effective use of standards in the institutional 
library setting. 
Growing Diversity 
Many of us can remember from our childhood the various names 
we had for institutions where “abnormal” people were placed-the 
“nut house,” the “funny farm,” the “pen.” These institutions may have 
Richard Miller is Projects Coordinator, Missouri State Library, Jefferson City. 
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been, along with their residents, the objects of our childish derision, but 
they were nearly invisible, often tucked away in remote, less populous 
areas. Their residential populations were large, and a person waseither 
in the institution or not-there was no “halfway” about it.  
Institutions today have gone through considerable changes. We no 
longer have just the mental hospital, the prison, the jail, but a profusion 
of types of institutions designed mainly to keep people who need 
institutional services as close as possible to the mainstream of society. 
Now we see, for example, sheltered workshops, group homes, halfway 
houses, juvenile detention centers, and pre-release facilities. And the 
populations of the large residential facilities, except for adult correc- 
tional institutions, have decreased considerably. These changes have 
been brought about partly through societal attempts to “humanize” 
treatment of its members who are not able or not willing to live in our 
society without some special care or treatment. But another factor 
leading to these modifications is purely economic-it is cheaper to feed, 
clothe, house, and care for a person the closer that person is to the 
mainstream of society. Thus, for example, a convicted felon who can 
function in a halfway house setting, working and paying taxes, costs 
society less than one in a maximum security institution. Similarly, a 
developmentally disabled person living in the family home or in a 
group home and working in a sheltered workshop costs society less than 
if the same person were living in a state-run institution. 
These examples are given to illustrate the diversity of institutions 
as a reflection of the diversity of their clients. In any consideration of 
standards for library services to people in institutions, then, i t  is a 
foregone conclusion that such standards will need to take into account 
the variety of people served by these diverse institutions with their 
variety of library needs. We can no longer be content with providing 
westerns, mysteries and martial arts books to jails when prisoners are 
seeking free-world employment so that they can move into halfway 
houses. Just as the clients can no longer be “pigeonholed” so easily, 
neither can their library needs. 
Current Institutional Library Standards 
The following section will review some of the various national 
standards now in place for institutional library services. It does not 
pretend to be an exhaustive consideration of the topic. The arrangement 
will be by type of institution or resident. Some stateor local standards or 
guidelines, sent in response to a request by the author, will also be 
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mentioned, especially if they represent significant departures from 
national standards. 
Institutions for the Mentally RetardedlDevelopmentally Disabled 
Until the publication of Standards for Libraries at Institutions for 
the Mentally Retarded by the American Library Association’s Associa- 
tion of Specialized and Cooperative Library Agencies (ASCLA),’ no 
detailed national standards existed for such library services. While the 
earlier standards of the Joint Commission on Accreditation of Hospitals 
went into some detail on staff library services for this type of institution 
as well as for other “hospital” settings, they had little more to say on the 
subject of resident library services other than that these services should 
be provided.2 The ASCLA Standards themselves are comprehensive, 
covering the subjects of organization, function, materials selection, 
design and equipment, budget, and staff. They follow the format for 
standards developed by the American Library Association in its A L A  
Standards Manual, which will be discussed at some length later in this 
article.3 
The standards, completed in June 1978 but delayed for various 
reasons, were “designed to describe an adequate library program for an 
average in~titution.”~ Statements appended to the standards offer some 
indication of the compromises which had to be reached as the standards 
committee attempted to pull together the varying pointsof view of both 
committee members and experts to whom the standards were submitted 
for comment: “There were those who thought the quantities were too 
high and those who thought they were too  low. There were suggestions 
for things to add and for things to delete. In general, the Committee 
counted the ‘votes’ and adjusted the Standards to suit the majority.”’ 
This tug-and-pull of whether standards should be minima or “some-
thing to shoot for” seems to come up any time standards are written. 
Prior to these ALA national standards, a number of states wrote 
standards of their own. South Dakota produced individualized stan- 
dards, in addition to policies and procedures, for each one of its mental 
retardation ins titu tions. 
In Iowa and Missouri, the institutional consultants of the two state 
library agencies wrote joint interim standards for residential institu- 
tions for the mentally retarded.’ While aimed specifically at institu- 
tions, they attempted to go beyond the residential institutions to which 
the ALA standards are limited. In their introduction, the authors noted 
that public library services to other institutions (such as group homes) 
or to mentally retarded individuals might be extrapolated from these 
standards.’ 
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Mental Health Institutions 
No national standards exist for library services in mental health 
institutions. Alan Engelbert, institutional consultant for the Missouri 
State Library, contacted all the state library agencies in September 1980 
in preparation for writing standards for Missouri. He found that no 
state currently has such standards, and that most states which responded 
concurred that national standards would be helpful. A number of states 
did note, however, that they have standards, guidelines, goals, or objec-
tives for the development of all types of institutional libraries. (This 
topic of standards within the state library agency, as opposed to those 
within the institutions themselves, will be discussed later.) In response 
to the author’s inquiry, Pennsylvania sent Engelbert a draft copy of 
rather extensive guidelines for such service.’ 
Prior to the writing of the Missouri standards, the only document 
in the state which related to the need for library services (and this only 
indirectly) was a statement that mental health patients had the right of 
access to current newspapers and magazines. For working with the 
mental health institutions, the state library first used the ALA standards 
for health care institutions: and later the ALA standards for institutions 
for the mentally retarded,” but neither one proved satisfactory. The new 
Missouri standards themselves borrow heavily from various national 
standards, and the format follows closely that of the ALA mental retar- 
dation standards. As do the latter standards, the Missouri standards for 
the mentally ill set forth in the introduction the purpose, objective, 
need, scope, audience, methodology, assumptions, and terminology.” 
The standards statements cover the role of the library; administration; 
staff; budget; materials; space, furniture and equipment; and services. 
According to the scope note, these standards, while intended for Mis- 
souri Department of Mental Health facilities for the mentally ill, “may 
also be used as a guide for providing library services to mentally ill 
individuals who are clientele of other facilities (e.g., nursing homes 
where mentally ill persons have been placed).”12 
Institutions for Youthful Offenders 
In 1975 the American Library Association and the American Cor-
rectional Association (ACA) jointly issued national standards entitled 
Library Standards for Juvenile Correctional institution^.'^ The publi- 
cation of these standards was nothing short of a major coup, because a 
nonlibrary organization joined with ALA to issue library standards. 
Anthony Travisono, ACA’s executive director, in his preface to the 
standards, states that the document offers: “clearly defined concrete 
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standards which can serve as a guide in providing and maintaining 
adequate library facilities in juvenile institutions ....In addition, these 
standards will provide for the recently established Commission on 
Accreditation for Corrections a firm basis for the evaluation of this 
specialized service to offenders."" (Unfortunately, a later attempt to 
issue standards jointly for adult correctional institutions bogged down 
when ACA decided to make changes in its accreditation process.) The 
juvenile standards themselves are quite similar in format toa number of 
other national standards mentioned in this article. In fact, they preceded 
most of these other standards, and served as a model for a number of 
them. 
Two state standards should be mentioned here. The first of these, 
from California, has obviously used the national standards, but has 
rewritten parts of them, deleted, added, and modified them to make 
them locally app1i~able.l~ In correspondence transmitting these stan- 
dards, Bonnie Crell, the coordinator of Library Services of the Youth 
Authority, noted that these standards were "being issued as Institutions 
and Camps Branch Standards." 
Another example of an entity other than the state library agency 
promulgating standards was sent by Alden Moberg, former institu- 
tional consultant for the Oregon State Library. In that state, libraries for 
juvenile detention facilities (as well as the schools for the visually and 
hearing impaired) fall under media program standards for public 
schools." In this situation there is no connection whatsoever to national 
institutional library standards. 
Adult Correctional Institutions 
No other area of institutional librarianship seems tohave generated 
as much interest in standards as adult corrections. The publication in 
1981 of Library Standards for Adult Correctional Institutions repre-
sented a culmination, and a disappointment of sorts, for the committee 
members who had worked many hours on these standards." The disap- 
pointment was that these standards could not be published jointly by 
the ACA and the ALA, as the standards for juvenile correctional institu- 
tions had been. By the time these adult standards were ready, the ACA 
had decided upon a standardized approach and format of its own for all 
accreditation standards i t  issued. While these accreditation standards" 
refer to the ACMALA jointly developed standards, they are not nearly 
as detailed. Even more discouraging is the fact that, under the current 
ACA accreditation process, adequacy in another aspect of a correctional 
institution may be substituted for adequate library service. The 
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ACMALA Joint Committee, however, is continuing its work to 
strengthen the ACA library standards accreditation process. 
Judging from the responses to this author’s request for state and 
local standards and guidelines, many states have library standards for 
state-run adult correctional facilities even if standards exist for no other 
type of institution. Furthermore, standards for this type of institution 
seem more likely to be promulgated by a corrections-related entity 
rather than by a library-related one. In Texas, for example, the Library 
Policy and Procedures Manual of the Windham School District (the 
Department of Corrections independent school district) was prepared 
by the library staff and adopted by the Texas Board of Corrections.” 
This publication includes standards statements. Michigan and Florida 
both sent policy directives from their respective departments of correc-
tions. Oregon sent sections of that state’s administrative rules which 
apply to its corrections division. In all these, the standards are mixed in 
with policies and procedures, and are somewhat less detailed than 
national standards written by librarians. But they carry with them 
something not all national library standards do-the weight of approv-
al by the governing entities of these correctional institutions. 
Pennsylvania has recently developed guidelines based on the ACA 
Commission on Accreditation standards and on the ACMALA stan- 
dards. These guidelines were produced by adult correctional librarians 
in that state.20 Apparently, this group felt the need to use something 
other than the national standards. Perhaps they felt that guidelines, 
rather than standards, would be more acceptable to correctional admin- 
istrators in their state. 
Another aspect of correctional libraries which has received much 
attention is that of legal library services. In fact, i t  is often this part of 
library services which is of most interest to correctional institution 
administrators, for it is here that they are most likely to be involved in 
litigation. While the ALA national standards devote about two of the 
twelve pages of standards to legal library services?1 correctional admin- 
istrators apparently assign it  more importance. The Florida Depart- 
ment of Corrections’ directives, for example, devote three pages to 
library services in general and eight pages to law libraries. 
While not standards, two publications are cited in standards regu- 
larly and should be noted here. These are the American Association of 
Law Libraries’s Recommended Collections forPrison and Other Insti- 
tution Law Libraries,“ and the ACA’s Providing Legal Serwices for 
Prisoners.23 
Local correctional institutions present particular problems when 
attempts are made to standardize library services. The jurisdictions one 
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is dealing with are many and varied, and conditions in municipal or 
county jails vary greatly. Also, since many local correctional facilities 
depend upon a public library for service, the quality of public library 
service available and the level of service the library is willing to offer to 
the institution are factors which are difficult to control. 
National standards have recently been issued by ASCLA for library 
services to local correctional facilitie~.’~ These standards should prove 
to be a good starting point for localities and states which currently have 
no library standards for jails. These ASCLA standards were based on 
exemplary standards from Oregon and Illinois.26 In Illinois, for exam- 
ple, library services are part of that state’s standards for county jails.% 
This is also true in California, where statements concerning library 
services appear in the minimum jail standards and in various docu- 
ments for establishing and operating jails. While these are not as com- 
prehensive as librarians in that state had wished, California at least has 
library standards in the statewide standards promulgated by the state’s 
Board of Corrections. This is more than many states can claim. 
Miscellaneous Institutions 
While it is fairly easy to sort most institutions into the categories 
used previously, each state has institutions which are miscellaneous, 
usually one-of-a-kind facilities. In Missouri, the State Chest Hospital, 
State Veterans’ Home and State Cancer Hospital fall into this category. 
Generally, Standards for Library Services in Health Care Institutions 
has been used when planning their services.’’ However, these standards 
are somewhat dated, and they offer more help on staff library services 
than on services for patients. Furthermore, they contain noquantitative 
standards. Since no other pertinent standards currently exist, i t  might be 
advisable to search elsewhere for help. For library services for an institu- 
tion with an elderly population, for example, it might be feasible to use 
these health care standards in conjunction with publications which are 
not standards, such as Equal Access,% or “Guidelines for Library Ser-
vices to an Aging Population.”29 
A Unique Case 
The South Dakota approach to institutional libraries was men- 
tioned briefly before, but needs further amplification. I found no other 
state library agency which had written individual standards specifically 
for each institution. 
In a letter to the author dated June 29, 1981, institutional consul- 
tant Betty Siedschlaw states: “In the early 1970s i t  became apparent ... 
that institutional libraries were operating in the state without any 
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guidelines or policies in a strictly ‘do-the-best-you-can’ attitude ....In 
1977 the Institutional Consultant began working on minimal standards 
for each of the institutions using the ALNACA Standards for Adult 
Correctional Institutions as a guide.” She went on to point out that 
these standards were written because the national standards then in 
existence were unattainable for that state’s institutions. Another unique 
element of South Dakota’s standards is that they were presented to each 
institution before going into effect: “It was made clear to each director 
and librarian that the standards and policies could be adjusted by them 
if they did not agree with the consultant’s opinion, or if a policy needed 
to be added or eliminated.”30 
State Library Agency Standards 
Most state library agencies have quite clearly defined standards or 
guidelines for in-house operations. Even if there are no standards which 
directly apply to the operation of institutional libraries such as those 
reviewed earlier, state agency standards or guidelines often define, at 
least indirectly, what constitutes adequate institutional library services. 
This is usually accomplished by setting out minima or goals for the 
state library agency to attain in its service to these state-run institutional 
libraries. In many cases these standards-type statements are part of the 
state library agency’s long-range plan under the federal Library Services 
and Construction Act (LSCA). 
Guidelines in Hawaii, for example, include criteria for library 
services to the institutionalized which offer some specifics on recom- 
mended collection size and content, on services rendered, and on staf- 
fing. Arizona’s long-range plan is even more detailed, with quite 
specific criteria for determining the adequacy of institutional librar- 
i e ~ . ~ lFlorida’s long-range program also lists detailed criteria for institu- 
tional libraries, and these criteria form the basis for goals and objectives 
to be achieved by the state library agency. 
West Virginia’s long-range plan and Delaware’s policy statement 
concerning institutional libraries again both indicate what the state 
library agency will do about this particular type of library service. While 
some of the foregoing plans are not very clear on how initiation or 
improvement of institutional library services will be brought about, 
Connecticut’s plan, by contrast, assigns personnel from its own staff to 
other departments which operate state institutions. It is the responsibil- 
i ty  of each of these library supervisors to move the institutional libraries 
in the direction of meeting certain standards. 
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New Mexico provides a detailed series of statements which list the 
goal to be attained, the current conditions in the state, the objectives, the 
activities, and the evaluation measures. These statements, however, are 
intended for the state agency and not for the institutions themselves, 
although what the institutional library “shall” have or do is covered. 
New Jersey’s institution planning guide is eclectic, incorporating goals 
and minimum requirements, philosophical statements, and parts of 
various national standards. 
But no matter how varied these statements seem at first, they all 
appear to be derived from the first or revised edition of Standards for 
Library Functions at the State Level.32This seminal publication notes 
that a state library agency, as part of its service to state government, 
should have clear and official relationships with other state agencies 
responsible for institutional libraries.% Appendix I1of this publication, 
entitled “The Relationship and Responsibilities of the State Library 
Agency to State institution^,"^^ expands upon this responsibility. 
There are differences between standards written for use by an insti- 
tutional library itself and those written for a state libraryagency one step 
removed from the institutional library setting. Neither type can be said 
to be superior to the other. In fact, a combination of statementsrelating 
to each other-in the state library agency’s long-range plan and in the 
institutional library’s policies (and preferably also in the documents of 
the state agency responsible for the institution)-could help support the 
presence of library service. 
Standardizing Standards for Institutions 
Each state is unique, as are the individual institutons within that 
state. What can be observed from the documents sent by various states 
and institutions is that many places build in their own modifications 
even when they use national standards. Some states, such as Missouri, 
use all the national standards available for institutional libraries, but 
tell the institutions that the standards are something toward which to 
progress. Others take parts from various standards toproduce their own. 
Still other states have managed to have pertinent statutes, rules and 
regulations, and so forth, passed to cover library needs. Using rules and 
regulations from nonlibrary sources (e.g., education standards) has 
proven effective in some institutions. 
There is little standardization, then, of institutional library stan- 
dards among the states and among the various types of institutions. 
Nevertheless, such standardization, at least on the national level, is 
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important because it provides a solid base upon which the states can 
plan their programs. The states or individual institutions might modify 
the national standards, but the latter still provide something toward 
which to move. 
The American Library Association has done much tohelp produce 
“standardized” library standards issued under its imprimatur through 
its publication of its ALA Standards Manual. Granted, using this man- 
ual does slow down the standards-writing process, but i t  also guarantees 
some consistency from one set of standards to another. The manual does 
make one wonder, however, if this standardization is not more for the 
consumption of librarians than it  is for others outside the profession. 
This is not to quibble with the manual, since it is especially useful in 
making certain that standards cover all areas as they are being written. 
However, those outside the profession-say, an administrator of a men- 
tal health institution-are not likely to be much affected one way or the 
other by some of the niceties called for. 
The A L A  Standards Manual, for example, distinguishes between a 
standard and a guideline. The former is defined as “a rule or model of 
quantity, quality, extent, level, or correctness, approved by a unit of 
ALA...and promulgated by the Association as a gauge by which the 
degree of attainment of official ALA Goals can be measured.”36 A 
guideline, on the other hand, is a “suggested level of performance or 
adequacy viewed by the ALA Standards Committee ...as a desired direc- 
tion of development, not having the force of an ALA Standard, nor the 
commitment of an evaluation by which judgments can be confirmed 
and evidence evaluated. While these definitions certainly are clear, 
one wonders again if the distinctions socarefully drawn here are simply 
lost on anyone outside the profession, and whether the phrase “not 
having the force of an ALA Standard” is meaningful. 
The Pros and Cons of Standards 
The topic of library standards is always a controversial one. Despite 
efforts on the part of the American Library Association (e.g., the A L A  
Standards Manual),  there probably will never be agreement on the 
purpose of standards. This is as true in institutional libraries as i t  is in 
other libraries. 
Certainly, library standards do not lack for criticism. Meredith 
Bloss, in his article entitled “Research; and Standards for Library Ser-
vice,”37 criticizes current library standards at some length. The premise 
of his article is that there are few, if any, “library service standards [or 
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guidelines, or criteria] based upon solid research.”38 His contention is 
that “Research would be a welcome addition” to the usual methods for 
drawing up  standards, which currently are simply the compilation of 
“batteries of statistics, and the ‘wisdom of the seers.’ ”30 The definition 
of standards in the ALA Standards Manual comes in for sharp criticism, 
especially the phrase: “An ALA Standard is intended as a criterion by 
which current judgments of value, quality, fitness, and correctness are 
confirmed.”40 The process of “confirming” judgments already decided 
upon earlier through the promulgation of standards certainly has little 
to do with a research approach. 
Bloss argues that “service standards would be more creditable, 
particularly among ‘non-library’ authorities, if the standards we= to be 
based upon solid research.”41 This is at best an arguable point. One has 
to wonder whether an institutional administrator would be any more 
likely to heed a standard based on research than on the judgment and 
experience of librarians, especially if that research is outside that admin- 
is tra tor’s field. 
Bloss also questions the wisdom of the charge which was given to 
the ALA Committee on Standards. This charge states: “The develop- 
ment of standards should act as a powerful force for upgrading library 
services, resources, and facilities-the ultimate goal of the Association 
and this Committee.”42 Many librarians apparently feel that they can 
use ALA standards as a club to increase the funding for libraries. Bloss 
implies that librarians need to question the validity of this approach. 
Lancaster, quoted in the Bloss article, contends that “library stan- 
dards have a tendency to be guidelines rather than true enforceable 
standards of the type that govern engineering ...operations.”43 Boyer, in 
this same article, is quoted as saying: “Leaders of many communities are 
no longer impressed by standards drawn up by ‘outside’ sources, no 
matter how reputable,” and “minimum standards can be used in a 
‘coercive’ way only if there is a sufficient reward for compliance.’’a Both 
these statements, however, fail to take into account the characteristics 
which are unique to the library, those which set it apart from other types 
of endeavors. It is most unlikely that measurement or evaluation of 
libraries can ever be based on standards such as those used in engineer- 
ing, to use the example cited by Lancaster. The latter is based upon 
scientifically proven physical properties, such as stress factors and 
weight-bearing capacities. To compare libraries with engineering in 
this sense is absurd. It is also unlikely that libraries will ever have 
“coercive” standards with rewards for compliance high enough to bring 
about significant change based on this mode of operation. Change in 
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relation to library standards always comes back to how successfully 
librarians themselves are able to use the standards. “Whatever effect ...li-
brary standards have must ...come from persuasion.”46 
Much of thedebate in the Bloss article probably seems no more than 
an academic exercise, especially to institutional librarians. The latter 
are more likely to be worried about whether or not their jobs will be 
retained than about the “fine tuning” of library standards. The librar- 
ians responding to the author’s inquiry displayed a very pragmatic 
approach. Whatever worked for them in terms of standards, they used. 
The success or failure of an institutional library program is very closely 
linked to the personalities involved, especially to the librarian’s. Stan- 
dards, no matter how carefully written, are only as successful as the 
librarian makes them. Institutional library standards are not the “be all 
and end all,” but simply one of the many tools which may help improve 
library services at the disposal of the institutional librarian, of the state 
library agency, and of the institution’s administration. 
The previous arguments might lead one to conclude that national 
standards are not very important. Certainly, the pragmatic, “use-
whatever-works” approach employed by institutional libraries seems to 
vitiate the need for national standards for institutional libraries. And yet 
the national standardsare needed. They are the strongest link an institu- 
tional library has to the rest of the library profession. Good, effective 
standards represent the best thinking on what quality library service is, 
and they focus constantly on the need to improve library services. 
Without national standards, state and local institutional libraries might 
become bogged down in the minutiae of their situations and lose sight 
of overall goals. 
Conclusions 
Institutional libraries present special problems and challenges. In 
most places the institutional library is not under the control of a library 
entity. Even in those states where outside staff or administration is 
provided, the institutional library still must function, first and fore- 
most, within the institution. Most states’ institutional libraries as a 
whole are inadequate by almost any measure one might use. Libraries 
probably do not make it into the administrator’s top ten priority items. 
Even in those places where the library has strong backing from the 
administration, there may be too little money to provide meaningful 
support. Isolation often plagues institutional libraries-few are 
members of multitype library cooperatives; some are in physically iso- 
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lated locations; the librarian may rarely see other librarians; and train- 
ing and travel funds are limited or nonexistent. 
In institutional library work it is the library which must bridge the 
gap, often between very disparate organizations, if the bridge is ever to 
be built. Almost without exception, it is the librarian who approaches 
the correctional, mental health, or other nonlibrary organization or 
institution and initiates work to improve library services. Only rarely 
does the reverse hold true. And it  is the library which must be the 
chameleon, changing its color to suit the surroundings. Certainly, the 
American Library Association must continue to produce standards 
where needed, but it must also realize that “anything goes” when it  
comes to realizing the goals inherent in those standards. 
A great number of people who criticize library standards in particu- 
lar comment on the vague and overlapping uses made of them. One 
writer stated, “Standards may be interpreted variously as the pattern of 
an ideal, a model procedure, a measure for appraisal, a stimulus for 
future development and improvement, and as an instrument to assist 
decision and action.”‘‘ The context in which this quotation appeared 
carried with it an implied criticism of the multiplicity of uses of stan-
dards. But standards, at least as they are employed in the institutional 
setting, are all these and more. In fact, the more creative one is able to be 
in using the standards, the greater the chances of meeting them. It would 
be wonderful, would it not, simply to issue institutional library stan- 
dards and then wait as the administrators of each institution moved to 
meet the standards? Unfortunately, that is not the case, and standards 
which cannot be used as a combination club and carrot, and as a means 
of convincing, cajoling and wheedling are not likely to survive long in 
the institutional setting. 
A number of tentative conclusions can be drawn from the various 
standards, guidelines, policies, and procedures gathered from around 
the country, and from personal experiences in Missouri. The first is that 
i t  is always better to be talking and planning with institutions about 
their library services than to reject them if they do not “come up  to 
standard.” There are, of course, limits to the tolerance which can be 
displayed; some institutions need to be left alone until they want library 
services,or until a key stumbling block is removed. The second conclu- 
sion is that one should not worry too much about the purity of the 
standards used. “Whatever works” is probably a better guideline, based 
on the variety of standards observed by this author. Finally, convincing 
the institution’s administration (or even higher officials in the depart- 
ment which administers a number of similar institutions) appears to be 
the best method to ensure acceptance of the standards. 
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The following recommendations, growing out of these conclu- 
sions, are listed here in hopes that they may prove useful to those less 
familiar with institutional library work. To those experienced in the 
field, they are nothing new. 
1. Be ready, willing and able to compromise when using standards. 
2. Involve the nonlibrary administering agencies in the standards 
writing, rewriting or implementing process. Allow consideration of 
standards before imposing them. 
3.  	Try to have the standards adopted by the institution, even if this 
requires some modification. 
4. 	Work with institutions and related administering agencies (e.g., state 
department of mental health), as well as related organizations (e.g., 
state sheriffs’ association), to incorporate library standards into state 
and local statutes and into institution policies. This is a long and 
tedious process, and it is unlikely that such library standards will ever 
be as complete as librarians would like, but i t  is worth the effort. 
5 .  	Consider adopting standards of nonlibrary organizations if they will 
lead to improved library services. 
The beginning of the A L A  Standards Manual has something to say on 
this last point: “Standards published by another organization may be 
adopted as a standard by a division after their review by the Committee 
on Standards, to determine whether they areconsistent with ALAgoals, 
policies, and standard^."^' Despite this provision, the cross-fertilization 
which would be brought about by such acceptance is rare in ALA. 
Whether or not such activities should be more evident on the national 
level is debatable. But for the librarian working with a state-run or local 
institution, such local compromise may mean the difference between 
library services surviving or going under. 
Institutional library standards offer a means of effecting change 
and serve as a guidepost for the librarian trying to justify theexistence of 
the library in the face of so many other priorities. These standards 
represent a significant contribution to the constant struggle to improve 
library services to hundreds of thousands of people in the institutions of 
this country. 
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Standards for Health Sciences Libraries 
E. RAY STINSON 
DEVELOPING
STANDARDS FOR health sciences libraries is difficult because 
of the variety of libraries providing services to individuals in a health 
care setting. These include academic, hospital and special libraries (e.g., 
pharmaceutical companies). Even within these categories, one can see a 
great deal of variation. For example, an academic health sciences library 
may serve one or two programs in the allied health field, a medical 
school, or a health sciences center serving a multitude of academic 
programs. Among hospital libraries there is a great deal of difference 
between the large teaching hospital with extensive responsibilities for 
graduate medical education and the hospital responsible for health care 
delivery in a rural community. 
Service standards are defined as a level of excellenceor adequacy in 
the performance of library service, and will be the scope of this paper. 
They may be identified as standards, guidelines, norms, requirements, 
principles, and/or lists. Service standards may be qualitative (e.g., the 
informational, educational and research-related needs shall be met) or 
quantitative (e.g., x number of seats per number of enrolled students). 
Traditionally, standards were quantitative and looked at the budget, 
staff, collection size, and physical facilities. The current trend is to 
develop qualitative standards which are derived from a philosophical 
point of view. 
This paper will first discuss the standards that have been instru- 
mental in improving hospital library service. It will then discuss the 
standards in academic health sciences libraries, and finally will review 
E. Ray Stinson is Resource Information Coordinator, Office of Sponsored Programs- 
Academic, University of Texas Medical Branch, Galveston. 
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the certification program developed for health sciences librarians by the 
Medical Library Association (MLA). Because special health sciences 
libraries can best be evaluated in terms of meeting the goals outlined by 
their parent organizations, there has been little effort to develop stan- 
dards for them. These and any health sciences library may participate in 
a goal-setting program to develop standards based upon the mission of 
their institution. Self and Gebhart have discussed a quality assurance 
process that can be used in establishing the goals for a health sciences 
library.’ 
Hospital Library Service 
During the last decade, one of the biggest developments in health 
sciences librarianship has been the increased importance and develop- 
ment of the hospital library. Van Gieson has stated: 
While knowledge expanded, greater numbers of more sophisticated 
professionals became available, taking positions and establishing 
practices outside the major metropolitan areas with their educational 
centers. These people were formed from a new mold and were accus- 
tomed to equipment of the latest vintage as well as-and this is the 
point-information on care and treatment methods just discovered or 
developed. 
Because of this new importance on information, new standards for 
professional library service were incorporated within the Accreditation 
Manual forHosfiitaZs in 1978. The Joint Commission on the Accredita- 
tion of Hospitals (JCAH), which developed the manual, is a voluntary 
organization with representatives from the American Medical Associa- 
tion, the American Hospital Association, the American College of 
Physicians, and the American College of Surgeons. It functions to 
publish standards for the operation of hospitals and accredits those 
institutions which meet the standard^.^ Eloise Foster in her 1979 paper, 
and Judith Topper, et al., in their 1980 paper reviewed these standards 
in depth.4 
The JCAH works from a philosophy that all hospitals must be 
accredited under the same guidelines. Consequently, the standards must 
apply to the teaching hospital, the hospital conducting extensive 
research, the urban hospital, and the hospital servinga rural communi- 
ty. These could only be accomplished with the development of qualita-
tive standards. The standards were developed from a general principle 
which reads: “The hospital shall provide library services to meet the 
informational, educational, and, when appropriate, the research- 
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related needs of the medical and hospital staff^."^ Two standards which 
are clarified in an interpretation section support the general principle. 
The standards state: “The professional library services shall be orga- 
nized to assure appropriate direction or supervision, staffing, and 
resources”; and “The provision of professional library service shall be 
guided by written policies and procedures. ’ j 6  
Topper et al. have stated that the standards parallel in both subject 
matter and emphasis the standards set for other clinical support depart- 
ments. In conclusion they stated: 
Before 1978, the JCAH standardsfor professional library services were 
so vague as to provide little basis for the librarian to prepare for an 
accreditation visit, or for a surveyor to judge the caliber of library 
services provided. This situation has been greatly improved. It is tobe 
expected that surveyors will gradually come to demand of the library 
evidence of the same high level of professionalism that is expected of 
other hospital department^.^ 
As part of the accreditation process, each hospital must complete a 
hospital survey profile. The section on library services asks for a descrip- 
tion of current library practices and identifies which documents must be 
available for the accreditation team to review.’ 
The original draft of the standards was developed by the Medical 
Library Association in 1974.’ With the implementation of new stan- 
dards, MLA disbanded a committee to study the feasibility of develop-
ing its own accreditation program.” While mental health hospitals 
were omitted from the standards, the Hospital Library Standards and 
Practices Committee of MLA and JCAH are working to resolve the 
restriction.l1 
The Canadian Library Association, the Canadian Regional Group 
of the Medical Library Association, the Ontario Medical Association, 
the Canadian Medical Association, and the Association of Canadian 
Medical Colleges developed a set of standards for Canadian hospital 
libraries in 1974. These are similar to the standards that MLA recom- 
mended to the JCAH. As with the JCAH standards, the Canadian 
guidelines were developed from a general principle, which states: “The 
hospital shall provide library service appropriate to the professional, 
technical, educational and administrative needs of the medical and 
other hospital staff.”” From this principle the Canadians developed 
four standards dealing with: (1)objectives, organization, and adminis- 
tration; (2) staffing and personnel qualification; (3)nature and scope of 
services; and (4) facilities and equipment for the hospital library. An 
interpretation section was included to give hospital librarians and 
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administrators assistance in meeting the standard^.'^ To serve as a 
starting point for the design of library and information services, an 
appendix of minimum quantitative standards was originally included 
but removed in the final edition.“ 
Both the JCAH and Canadian standards were developed as min- 
imum standards. However, hospital librarians and administrators may 
need to use them to justify improvements. McGrath did a survey to 
determine if Massachusetts hospital libraries met the standards outlined 
by the JCAH and Canadian standards. Of the 102 out of 135 hospitals 
responding to the survey, 57 percent were judged not in compliance 
with at least one of the JCAH standards. When judged against the 
Canadian quantitative standards outlined in the appendix, 48 percent 
fall below the minimum standards set for their category.” 
The Veterans Administration has its own inspection program for 
hospital libraries. It includes approved guidelines for space and equip- 
ment; staffing guidelines are scheduled to be approved in the near- 
future.16 They also recommend the use of a standard list in the 
development of library collections. These core listings were first devel- 
oped by Sterns and Ratcliff in 1970 and, in an indirect way, may be 
considered minimum collection standards.” A selective listing of these 
“core” collections is provided in the Additional References to this 
article. 
The Connecticut Association of Health Sciences Libraries 
(CAHSL) developed a set of qualitative standards and checklist for 
health sciences libraries. As part of the Regional Medical Program, 
minimum quantitative guidelines were developed in 1970 and revised in 
1973.’’ In 1975 the Standards Committee of the CAHSL published a set 
of qualitative standards and checklist for health sciences libraries. Four- 
teen standards established the basis for effective library service.” The 
Pacific Southwest Regional Medical Library Service has updated the 
guidelines to reflect current standards and costs.20 
Based upon the JCAH standards, the Committee for the Promotion 
of Hospital Library Services of the Western New York Library Resour- 
ces Council developed the “Standards for Professional Health Sciences 
Library Services in Hospitals of New York State.” These includeeleven 
qualitative standards developed from a general principle. The New 
York State Legislative Assembly is considering a bill that would allow 
hospital libraries meeting the standards to be eligible for membership in 
the New York State Reference and Research Library Resources System 
Councils. Libraries not meeting the standards would not be eligible for 
membership without submitting a five-year plan for meeting those 
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standards. Under the terms of the bill, funding would be provided to 
hospital libraries with membership in the councils.21 As proposed, this 
added incentive is unique for hospital libraries. 
Academic Health Sciences Libraries 
As with hospital libraries, there has been a large increase in the 
number of academic health science libraries during the past decade. In 
the early 1970s, several medical schools began to develop branches or 
multiple campuses. Consequently, the medical school library does not 
always serve the traditional four year program. Some may serve students 
enrolled in only the first two years while others serve students in the 
latter years of medical education. In addition, many medical school 
libraries have merged with libraries from other programs within their 
institution (dental, nursing, etc.) to form a health sciences library with a 
broad clientele. Universities, colleges, junior colleges, and technical 
institutes have also developed programs for training in theallied health 
fields. With these changes the academic health sciences library is no 
longer synonymous with the medical school library. This has required 
the development of qualitative standards to be used in the accreditation 
process for a particular program. The purpose of the accreditation 
process is to provide a professional judgment on the quality of the 
education program. 
The Association of American Medical Colleges and the Council on 
Medical Education of the American Medical Association sponsors the 
Liaison Committee on Medical Education (LCME) to accredit U.S. and 
Canadian medical schools?2 In 1979, the Committee on Accreditation of 
Canadian Medical Schools began to accredit their schools. However, at 
present, it does not replace accreditation by the LCME.= The LCME 
accreditation manual discusses the library in two separate sections. 
Under “Functions and Structure of a Medical School,” i t  states: 
A well-maintained and catalogued library, sufficient in size and 
breadth to support the educational programs that are operated by the 
institution, is essential toa medical school. The library should receive 
the leading medical periodicals, the current numbers of which should 
be readily accessible. The library or other learning resource should 
also be equipped to allow students to gain experience with self- 
instructional devices. A professional library staff should supervise the 
development and operation of the library.” 
Three paragraphs under the “Guidelines” section also discuss the 
library. 
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The library should be appropriate for the goals and objectives of the 
medical school. The library committee of the faculty is helpful in 
advising the librarian and in the development of a formal procedure 
by which the faculty may make appropriate recommendations regard- 
ing the acquisition of library materials. 
It is important that a professional library staff be responsive to the 
needs of the school of medicine. If the library which serves the school 
of medicine is a part of a medical center, or of the university library 
system, i t  isessential that the professional staff responsible for provid- 
ing library services to the medical school be responsive to the needs of 
the school. Medical libraries have evolved to be more than the collec- 
tion of volumes and serials. The librarian should be familiar with the 
resources for maintaining the relationship between the library and 
national library systems and resources, and with the expansion of the 
library to provide services in non-print materials. As the faculty and 
students served by the library become more dispersed, the role of 
departmental and branch libraries should receive consideration by the 
librarian and by the administration and faculty of the school. 
The library should be considered as a community resource in 
support of continuing medical education." 
This latter paragraph clearly emphasizes that the accreditation team 
considers the medical library a vital resource in the continuing educa- 
tion activities of the institution. 
As part of the accreditation process, a self-study document is pre- 
pared in response to basic questions asked by the LCME. As with other 
parts of the self-study, the library section asks for quantitative data to 
determine the activities of the library. A second part requests the opin- 
ions of the staff as to the effectiveness of the resources and programs 
provided by the library.26 
The Accreditation Council for Graduate Medical Education dis- 
cusses biomedical information in their guidelines. They state: 
Institutions offering approved residencies should provide access to 
biomedical information including carefully selected, authoritative 
medical textbooks and monographs, recent editions of the Index 
Medicus, and current medical journals in the various branches of 
medicine and surgery in which training is beingconducted, as well as 
other learning rsources (e.g., audiovisuals). The information resour- 
ces should be properly supervised.n 
The accreditation of dental schools is handled by the Commission 
on Dental Accreditation of the American Dental Association. They view 
the dental library in much the same way as the LCME views the medical 
library. They provide a general statement on the role of the library in the 
educational process, and ask basic quantitative questions about the 
library in their self-study.% The Council on Dental Education is also 
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responsible for programs in dental assisting, dental hygiene, and dental 
laboratory technology. All three standards identify the essential services 
that the library should provide, and discuss the collection, facilities, 
hours, policies, and budget necessary for an adequate library.2B 
The National League for Nursing accredits four types of nursing 
schools. They include: (1) baccalaureate and higher degree programs, 
(2)associate degree programs, (3) diploma programs, and(4) practical 
nursing programs.30 The guidelines for practical nursing programs are 
the most recently updated and state that library resources should be 
“readily available to faculty and students; they provide comprehensive, 
appropriate reference materials and current books, periodicals, and 
audiovisuals pertinent to each area of the pr~gram.”~’  The guidelines 
for the other programs are similar. The self-study and site visit are used 
by the National League for Nursing to determine whether the library is 
adequa te.32 
The Council on Education for the American Occupational Ther- 
apy Association, in collaboration with the Council on Medical Educa- 
tion of the American Medical Association, accredits educational 
programs for the occupational therapist. The Council on Education 
listed among essential requirements that: “A library must be accessible, 
containing current standard text, scientific books, periodicals and other 
reference materials. Full privileges of the library should be available to 
the occupational therapy department and its students. There should be 
adequate budgetary provision for the purpose of pertinent reference 
materials to support occupational therapy education.”= 
The National Association of Physical Therapists also works with 
the American Medical Association to accredit programs in its field. Its 
guidelines state, “Instructional aids such as clinical materials, reference 
materials, demonstration and other multi-media materials, must be 
provided. ’IM 
In 1971, P.L. Dressel stated that: 
The last decade has witnessed accelerated changes in this accredita- 
tion process. Formerly, accreditation practices were made mechanical 
and inflexible by the specifications and application of specific factors 
as percent doctorates, library holdings and salaries. The shift in 
emphasis has been in the direction of assurance and incentives toward 
quality with the onus placed on the institution.% 
With this shift toward qualitative standards, the importance of the 
self-study and site visit is all-important in determining the adequacy of 
the library and its services. The organization which makes the best use of 
the self-study is the American Council on Pharmaceutical Education, 
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which accredits schools of pharmacy. Some questions are similar to 
those in other self-studies in that they ask for quantitative information 
to document the adequacy of the library. The American Council on 
Pharmaceutical Education also asks questions which assist the library 
staff in determining if they are meeting the needs of their institutions. 
These include questions about what the library did to resolve deficien- 
cies uncovered in the most recent comprehensive self-study, and ques- 
tions about the faculty and student evaluation of the library. The 
council is also unique in that i t  specifies that one of the responsibilities 
of the librarian is to develop “effective strategies to teach students the 
proper use of the profesional literature in the kinds of practices which 
they are likely to engage.”%At best this educational function is only 
inferred in the guidelines for the other academic programs. 
MLA Certification Program 
While the MLA has been active in the development of standards to 
be recommended to the JCAH and the various groups developing 
standards for academic health sciences libraries, i t  has been most active 
in the development of its own certification program. Jordan, Libbey, 
Darling, Hill, and Proctor have written excellent articles on the certifi- 
cation program of MLA.37 
In her 1946presidential address to the MLA, Mary Louise Marshall 
cited her internship program and recommended some association 
action on the question of formal education for medical librarians.% In 
her summary of the arguments for certification, Mildred Jordan stated 
that it would serve as a method of establishing minimum standards and 
training for the group, thus assuring a higher level of service to the 
medical A committee recommended at the 1947 annual meet- 
ing that training should be at three levels: 
Grade Z. Library school training with work in library administra- 
tion, medical bibliography, etc. 
Grade ZZ. Requirements for Grade I plus six months’ experience 
under an approved librarian. 
Grade ZZZ. Training leading to an advanced degree or its equiva- 
lent.40 
The committee also recommended that certification be recognized at the 
same three levels. After revising the proposal to include a grandfather’s 
clause, the recommendation passed the following year.“ 
A subcommittee on curriculum was appointed and produced the 
“Code for the Training and Certification of Medical Librar ian~.”~~The 
LIBRARY TRENDS 132 
Health Science Libraries 
standards were designed to serve as a guide in the development of 
courses, and were used as a measuring stick in approving or disapprov-
ing those courses. Thus, individuals certified at the Grade I level were 
individuals who graduated from a library school and completed an 
approved course in medical l ib rar ian~hip .~~ While there was some 
minor revision in 1956, a major revision was incorporated in 1964 by 
adding an examination as an approved method for certification. At that 
time Grade I1 was also revised to permit a graduate degree in a related 
subject field as an alternative to an i n t e r ~ h i p . ~ ~  Darling has expressed 
the view that the certification program has never operated beyond the 
Grade I level except on a token basis.46 
In 1972 Martha Jane Zachert and Joan Titley chaired a committee 
to proposea new code.46 Arevision of the committee’s recommendations 
was approved by the membership in 1974. An essential difference 
between the two codes is that while the original provided for a variety of 
ways to be certified, the present code is based upon a competency 
examination. The current code also requires recertification every five 
41years. 
The 1974 code was implemented in 1978 and revised in 1981, when 
the MLA Board of Directors decided not to implement a certification 
program for health sciences library technicians. They concluded that 
there was insufficient demand and financial support for the technician 
program. As revised, the requirement for certification includes: 
(1) graduate from a library school program accredited by the Ameri- 
can Library Association; and 
(2) a passing grade on an examination (assessing the entry level 
competencies required by health sciences librarians); this examina- 
tion to be administered by the Association; and 
(3)two years (or the equivalent) of post-library degree experience as 
a health sciences librarian at the professional level within the pre- 
vious ten years. 18 
A passing score is required on each of three sections: administration, 
public services, and technical service^.^' 
The code will grant certification to qualified applicants for a 
maximum period of five years. T o  ensure continued competence, recer- 
tification requires participation in thirty-five contact hours of continu-
ing education (CE) activities: (1) courses and workshops, and (2) indi- 
vidual accomplishments. Certain types of courses and workshops 
have been automatically approved for CE credit. These consist of MLA 
continuing education courses, courses offered by other national associa- 
tions, the online training courses offered by the National Library of 
Medicine or the Canada Institute for Scientific and Technical Informa- 
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tion, the National Medical Audiovisual Center courses, and courses 
offered by academic organizations. An MLA Continuing Education 
Committee is responsible for approving other types of continuing edu- 
cation activities. A person can also be recertified by teaching or develop-
ing an MLA continuing education course, developing a media or 
computer-assisted instructional package, or publishing. Credits for 
each of these activities are spelled out in the MLA publication, “ M U  
Requirements for Recertification for Health Sciences Librarians.”w 
To provide a mechanism for health sciences librarians to obtain 
recertification, the MLA has been extremely active in the development 
of its own CE programs. These courses were first available at the 1964 
annual meeting, and since 1965 have also been available at the regional 
meetings. Forty-nine CE course sessions were offered at the 1980 annual 
meeting, compared to thirty-six sessions at the 1979 meeting.61 It is too 
early to tell whether the recertification process will be a success. Individ- 
uals originally certified in 1978 will not be required to be recertified 
until December 31, 1982. However, i t  can be concluded that health 
sciences librarians are actively participating in CE activities.62 
In conclusion, it should be stated that there have been major 
improvements in the development and use of standards since the 1972 
article by Helen Yastem Hospital library standards have been improved 
and the library’s place in the accreditation process is equal to that of 
other service departments within the hospital. The standards for health 
sciences librarians have been improved, and while it is tooearly to tell if 
recertification is a success, the tremendous growth of the MLAcontinu- 
ing education programs may indicate that i t  will succeed. The standards 
for academic health sciences libraries continue to be part of the accredi- 
tation process of the parent institution. The usefulness of all standards 
can only be measured by their implementation within the institution. 
With the development of qualitative standards, the evaluation process 
has also been improved. 
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Canadian Library Standards 
CATRIONA DE SCOSSA 
MARY E.P. HENDERSON 
FLORENCEMURRAY, WHO DESCRIBED the development and state of Cana- 
dian library standards in the October 1972 issue of Library Trends, 
stated at the outset that: 
Library standards reflect the objectives and priorities of the nation 
that produces them, and change as the nation changes. Chadian 
standards show evidence of the shifting rela tionships between the 
federal, provincial and local governments, the leadership newly 
assumed by the federal government in the provision of information to 
citizens, the effects of urbanization, a developing consciousness of 
social responsibilities and, above all, the rapidly changing patterns of 
education.’ 
Little has changed in the intervening decade, except that jurisdictional 
friction between levels of government is increasingly evident (witness 
the long debate over the “patriation” of the Canadian constitution), 
change in educational patterns reflects diminishing rather than grow- 
ing funding, and Information Canada, a federal government creation- 
perhaps seen to be more propaganda than informa tion--scarce1 y 
survived infancy. 
Yet, to write about Canadian library standards in 1982 is to under-
take a significantly different task from that carried out by Murray in 
1972. At that time, one still enjoyed the afterglow of the economic 
prosperity of the 1960s, and the standards, plans and projections dis- 
Catriona de Scossa is Associate Professor, Faculty of Library Science, and Mary E.P. 
Henderson is Professor, Faculty of Library Science, University of Alberta, Edmonton. 
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cussed seemed largely to point the way to a future of assured, rational 
growth. Standards developed in the 1950sand 1960sappeared toprovide 
a valid framework for such progress. 
Canada’s political and economic volatility, of course, does nothing 
to simplify the modernization and application of standards. Provinces 
are constantly trying to widen and deepen their jurisdictions-
jurisdictions which, from the beginning, have included education and 
publicly supported library services. The economy is ravaged by steadily 
worsening inflation, with its predictable effect on the books and mate- 
rials budgets; and Canada is particularly affected in this area, because 
the bulk of its library materials must be imported, and paid for in soft 
and fluctuating currency. Great regional disparities, which prompt 
considerable population migration (ordrift), add further complications 
to local and area planning and provision for libraries. Finally, there 
seems to be the possibility that the province of Quebec may detach itself 
almost totally from the rest of the country. It already has its own 
francophone library association, L’Association pour 1’Avancement des 
Sciences et des Techniques de la Documentation (ASTED), quite dis- 
tinct from the Canadian Library Association. The effect of such devolu- 
tion on national standards might be considerable. 
Murray, in effect, sums up the pre-seventies Canadian situation 
with the comment that: “A study of Canadian library standards leads to 
the conclusion that standards, if successful, have a short active life; they 
promote the development of service that makes possible new objectives 
that in turn demand new standards.”’ However, the termstandard, here 
as elsewhere, seems not to be clearly defined. In so-called standards 
themselves, and in discussions concerning them, the word standard may 
be used to mean both “standard” as defined in Webster-“something 
that is established by authority, custom or general consent asa model or 
example to be followed; a definite level or degree of quality that is 
proper or adequate for a specific p~rpose”~-and, interchangeably, 
“specification,” defined by Webster as “a detailed, precise, explicit 
presentation (as by enumeration, description or working drawing) of 
something or a plan or proposal for ~omething.”~ Tomuddy the waters 
further, the terms guidelines and manual are also used in contexts 
which may imply standards or specifications. 
It seems reasonable that true standards should be broadly based, 
essentially qualitative, with descriptive terms carefully, but not rigidly, 
defined. They should state the purpose, the raison d’ctre, of libraries and 
their component parts, and should spring from a sound grasp of the 
significance of libraries past and present, and the potential roles of the 
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library in the world of tomorrow. Aclear goal must always be identified. 
The goal, the standards to be achieved, having been established, 
specifications-probably quantitative-would indicate how to meet the 
standards. The specifications should be flexible or adjustable in order to 
cope with changing times, user needs and financial support, but their 
thrust should be toward meeting or surpassing the standards. Thus the 
end will remain essentially unchanged, though the means to that end 
will almost certainly change. The present lack of clear distinction 
between standard and specification has resulted in a lack of clearly 
identified long-term goals for libraries, both the means and the ends 
being in constant flux. 
Until Project Progress (discussed later) was developed and imple- 
mented under the auspices of the Canadian Library Association (CLA), 
and its report published in 19815 in time for distribution at CLA’s 
annual conference, there has been since 1967 no Canada-wide attempt to 
update standards in the field of public libraries, nor to prepare the 
ground for such updating. However, individual provinces produced 
documents relating to their own needs and state of development, which 
may be seen as local adaptations of the national standards of 1967. 
British Columbia’s Library Development Commission, with a 
long history of incremental development plans, produced second and 
third editions of Quantitative Standards for Public Libraries in 1973 
and 1978.6 The first edition appeared in 1968 and specified levels of 
service-interim standards, perhaps-to be achieved by 1971; and the 
1973 edition then upgraded the requirements, to be met by 1976, and so 
on. In each case, steady improvement to at least the minima indicated 
was required, “thereby assuring the library of continuing maximum 
provincial support.”’ These standards are designed to serve libraries 
operating with a population base of up to 50,000 and indicate the 
numbers and kinds of volumes, opening hours, staffing and equipment 
appropriate. The Library Development Commission has also drawn up 
Standards for Integrated Library Systems (1973); again a working 
rather than a philosphic document, covering briefly five major aspects 
of library service: government and structure; service; collections; per- 
sonnel; facilities. These requirements must also be met by systems 
applying for, or depending on, provincial grants. Turning to those 
areas in the province as yet unserved by library systems (the terrain is 
almost totally mountainous), the Library Services Branch, now under 
the British Columbia Ministry of Recreation and Conservation, pre- 
pared in 1978 “Reading Centres: Requirements and standard^."^ A 
reading center is defined as “the basic unit for public library services 
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which is eligible for Provincial recognition and support.”” The docu- 
ment deals essentially with the regulations for becoming a reading 
center (a deposit station for a changing collection of rented books), and 
the minimum requirements to qualify as a borrowing agency. Thus, 
British Columbia spells out action at all levels of service. 
In Saskatchewan, which enjoys almost complete regional library 
coverage, the Saskatchewan Library Association (SLA) established in 
1977 a Task Force on Standards to develop standards for public 
(regional) libraries in the province.” The cities of Regina and Saska- 
toon were not considered because “standards and documentation are 
available for measuring the services offered by these libraries against 
those of similar libraries elsewhere.”” Standards developed by the task 
force were approved, in draft form, at the SLA annual general meeting 
in 1978, were shortly published, and rapidly sold out. A second, revised 
edition appeared in 1979. The two documents deal with quantitative 
standards, but also record in detail the various responsibilities of differ-
ently sized units within the system and their relationships to each other 
and to headquarters. Hence the goal of each unit is defined in practical 
terms, as i t  serves its purpose within the system. In this way, one isgiven 
a clear picture of the intent of the system in toto. While dealing essen- 
tially with regional systems, certain “givens” are, however, noted: that 
university, college and public library services will continue to serve as 
backups; that school and public library services will continue to com- 
plement one another; and that the provincial library will continue its 
function as a central coordinating agency. 
Quebec’s Ministkre des Affaires Culturelles, Service des Biblio- 
thkques Publiques, published Normes pour les Bibliothkques Munici- 
pales in 1974, and revised them some time later.13 These standards 
provide a very detailed qualitative and quantitative expansion of a 
memorandum promulgated by the Quebec Ministry of Cultural Affairs 
in 1973: “Dans le but de nous donner un instrument de mesure conforme 
B nos besoins, le service des bibliothkques publiques entreprendra en 
1974, avec la collaboration des spkcialistes des bibliothkques publiques, 
la preparation d’un document prkcisant les normes de service que doit 
s’kfforcer d’atteindre chaque bibliothkque subventionke. ’J‘Services 
deemed necessary are recorded in great detail along with the administra- 
tive and budgetary support to achieve the service, and the personnel and 
collections needed to ensure proper provision. Cooperation among 
public libraries and between school and public libraries is encouraged, 
as is continuing education for library staff. Model policy statements are 
described and numerical specifications included, with the result that the 
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Normes provide both a philosophical and practical guide for the effec- 
tive development of public library service in a province which, in the 
past, has been largely sustained by the parish library. 
The revised Normes restate the principles developed in the original 
document; elaborate and, where appropriate, metricate the specifica- 
tions; are printed instead of duplicated; and otherwise indicate little or 
no change. However, in his article “Prksent et Futur du Rkseau des 
Bibliothhques Publiques du Qukbec,” Yvon-Andrk Lacroix demon- 
strates statistically the wide margin which exists between the standards 
and the reality.15 
Newfoundland, which has many problems in public library service 
still to resolve, not least in the areas of finance and public transporta- 
tion, has only recently essayed standards meeting its own needs. 
“Library Standards,” a mimeographed 1980 publication by the New- 
foundland Public Libraries Board,“ resembles the British Columbia 
publications for small libraries in providing guidance toward the provi- 
sion of basic library service in the more remote communities. 
Ontario has published no standards in the last decade, but much 
has been happening among the public libraries of that province, and a 
well-established tradition of stimulating surveys continues. At the end 
of 1974, the Ontario Provincial Library Council appointed A.W. Bow- 
ron of Information, Media and Library Planners to make a detailed 
study of the public library situation in the province. The report, The 
Ontario Public Library: Review and Reorganization, was published in 
December 1975.” The information gathered, which included a detailed 
historical review of public library development 1964-74 and compre- 
hensive statistical tables, was to form the basis for a plan to bring about 
“the organization, financing and coordination of public libraries and 
outline a phased development plan valid for at least the next ten 
years.,,18 Among other things, Bowron recommended the division of the 
province into seven planning regions, and the creation, where neces- 
sary, of federated library systems within the planning regions. He also 
viewed as necessary the identification and funding of major city librar- 
ies as resource libraries. In all, an integrated cooperative network was 
envisaged. 
Such coordination implies a need for standards, and Bowron noted 
the temptation to lay out standards then and there, but conceded that: 
“to be effective they must represent a broad consensus, an agreement 
acceptable to, not the lowest, but the median library administrator. 
Standards should arise out of discussion and be acceptable to the provin- 
cial government, the O[ntario] P[ublic] L[ibrary] B[oard], the libraries 
SUMMER 1982 143 
CATRIONA DE SCOSSA & MARY HENDERSON 
in the federated systems and the important public library organizations. 
They also must be rooted in a feeling for public needs for library 
resources and inf~rmation.”’~ He recommended, however, that qualita- 
tive standards “based on and coordinated with others accepted officially 
in Canada and inkernationally”20 be drawn up. Thereafter, quantitative 
standards should be drafted and set in place, and if not met, would 
result, as in British Columbia, in the withholding of grants. 
The report precipitated considerable controversy throughout 
Ontario, but to date no new legislation has resulted from it. Interest in 
improved legislation still exists, however, in Ontario government cir- 
cles, for in 1981 an Ontario Public Libraries Programme Review 
(OPLPR) was set in motion. A review team coordinated by Peter Bass-
nett, director of Scarborough Public Library, has been crisscrossing the 
province to hear briefs, meet members of the library community, gather 
data and identify concerns-in short, to reexamine “legislative, finan- 
cial, structural and organizational concerns that could affect future 
library service.”21 
Between the Bowron and the OPLPR reports, Ontario should have 
the most detailed picture of its library condition in the country, and a 
base par excellence for the formulation of provincial standards-which 
might, in turn, be of great service nationally. 
The most significant development bearing on public library stan- 
dards in Canada as a whole has been the preparation and publication in 
1981 of Project Progress: A Study of Canadian Public Libraries. This 
has been a slowly evolved research study (funding being the essential 
problem) sponsored by CLA and begun in 1979. The study examined in 
general and in particular the ways in which public libraries have been 
affected by changing social, economic and demographic circumstances. 
Both the terms of reference and the steering committee for the project 
emphasized the need “to supply a base of practical information that 
public library planners and decision-makers would find useful in 
understanding and dealing with the current and future status of the 
public library service in Canada. Accordingly, through examination 
of source materials, questionnaires and interviews, sampling from all 
areas of the country, statistics dealing with the quantifiable aspects of 
librarianship were assembled and analyzed, and impressions gathered 
of how public library workers perceived themselves as library workers, 
and how they perceived and reacted to change in library services. The 
resulting compilation is by far the widest sampling and presentation of 
data reflecting the whole Canadian public library scene that has so far 
been achieved, and provides a very necessary data base from which new 
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CLA standards may be developed. Most recommendations suggest how 
public libraries may cope most effectively with internal change and 
develop the most appropriate services to individual communities. Two 
of the recommendations, however, deal specifically with standards and 
standardization : 
Recommendation No. 8. We recommend that professional librarians 
in the public library service form a national organization equivalent 
to a licensing or testing body. There is a lack of structure in the 
profession that allows the incursion of forces outside the profession to 
impinge upon such areas as the definition of work and the establish- 
ment of standards. 
Recommendation No. 9. We recommend that the boundaries between 
tasks performed by professional librarians and those carried out by 
technicians and other workers be defined, maintained and standard- 
ized across library systems.= 
These recommendations recognize both the lack of useful, wide- 
ranging standards and the imperative need for such standards. In addi- 
tion, they take into account the need for standardization within certain 
areas, to allow for cooperation and mobility among libraries and even 
within an individual library or system. Project Progress may be seen as 
Canada’s response to that need for new approaches recognized and met 
in the United States by the recent ALA Planning Process for Public 
Libraries.24 
Florence Murray mentions, at the end of her description of the 
rapid development in university and college libraries prior to 1972, a 
draft report entitled Trends for the Seventies: Guidelines for Canadian 
University Libraries.% (The subtitle, Guidelines, brings out yet another 
aspect of the terminological difficulty attached to any discussion of 
standards and specifications. Some standards may actually be seen tobe 
model procedure manuals and policy statements.) These guidelines 
were the result of two years of work by a Canadian Association of 
College and University Libraries (CACUL) committee chaired by 
Daniel Reicher, and were presented to the Association in June 1971, at 
which time they failed togain ratification. Anew committee was formed 
in 1972, but no report has since been forthcoming. 
It may be that the timing was wrong, as CACUL was on the verge of 
schism and subdivision. The head librarians of the larger universities 
shortly formed themselves into the Canadian Associa tion of Research 
Libraries (CARL), and the residue of CACUL divided into two groups: 
those representing librarians attached to degree-granting institutions 
on the one hand, and those working in community college libraries on 
the other. Thus, Trendsfor the Seventies, geared predominantly to the 
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larger academic institutions, may have failed by falling between stools. 
The research institutions, still elevated by the divine afflatus induced by 
the heady budgets of the sixties, may have considered the guidelines to 
be inhibiting rather than helpful, while the smaller institutions- 
degree-granting and otherwise-doubtless considered them to be well 
beyond their reach, and hence irrelevant. 
Moreover, Trends for the Seventies, a forward-looking document, 
may have been born before its time. It recommended fundamental 
change in traditional outlooks. It suggested that “academic librarian- 
ship in Canada is facing a crisis of identity with libraries finding it  
increasingly difficult to chart courses in the face of ‘future shock’ and 
with no rationalized goals toward which to steer.1926The authors recog- 
nized that they were proposing no more than a provisional model, but 
they hoped it would stimulate research, which in turn would produce 
“generalizations and a ra tionalizd philosophy of librarian~hip”~’and, 
in due course, standards for the eighties. In the outcome, these 
standards-albeit unofficial-are the only standards for the eighties 
that have been offered academic libraries, and as such they warrant 
attention. 
Rationalization of library collections is suggested at the broad end 
of the scale-a prophetic and practical suggestion.% At the very specific 
end, the average amounts of time required to process a single volume are 
indicated.m Also, the academic and professional qualifications of par- 
ticular staff members at particular salary levels are detailed.30 The vital 
importance of long-range planning is repeatedly stressed?l because of 
this awareness of the future, the document, particularly in its qualita- 
tive sections, bears reconsideration. In the financially troubled eighties, 
the sections proposing and explaining collection rationalization might 
be very useful indeed. 
The cause of collection rationalizaion was further promoted by 
John Ettlinger in a paper presented at a CACUL workshop in June 
1973.32 Although Ettlinger is not dealing specifically with standards 
and specifications, the tenor of his paper is that there should becommon 
goals and united effort. This implies a shift in the precise specifications 
each institution would need to effect a change in its methods of achiev-
ing standards. 
In any event, the only concrete standards developments on the 
postsecondary institutional library scene emanated from community 
college libraries and the libraries of the new Quebec Collkges d’Enseig- 
nement Gknkral et Professionel (CEGEP). The community college 
standards, at least, represent an outgrowth from the 1965 CACUL 
Standards rather than from Trends for the Seventies. 
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In 1973 CACUL published Standards Recommended forCanadian 
Community College Libraries.33 Two types of standard, the qualitative 
and the quantitative, are listed. The eight types of college libraries to 
which these standards are applicable are specified. The qualitative 
standards are very broad, recognizing the multiplicity of physical and 
intellectual requirements of each type of college. To someextent, this is 
advantageous and allows for flexibility. But terms like “adequate 
space,” “sufficiently high” budget, and hours of service to meet “rea- 
sonable demands” are subject toalmost infiniteinterpretation. Lacking 
working definitions, it is possible that the standards might be so differ-
ently interpreted, not just from library to library, but by successive 
administrations, that they would cease to be standards. Though they 
lack the clear focus of Trendsfor the Seventies, thecollege standadscan 
certainly be applied in the eighties, but they can hardly be seen as 
actively forward-looking and adaptable. Rather, their generality may 
tend toward causing great gulfs between the quality of library service in 
one college library and that in another. The quantitative specifications 
are such that, though still quite broad, they do not seem to provide for 
increased use of nonprint material, automation, and the accompanying 
hardware and professional and paraprofessional expertise. Most inter- 
estingly, as the majority of technicians are college-trained, no provision 
is made for their presence as specially equipped staff members, or indeed 
at all. 
The much more detailed Normes des Bibliothtques de CEGEP‘ 
were published by the Fkikration des CEGEP, Commission des Coor- 
donnateurs de Bibliothhques in 1974, having been formally approved by 
the commission in 1973. Here standards are dealt with at a philosophi- 
cal level, and more concrete specifications are included, making the 
Normes potentially long-lived. Although designed for largely French- 
speaking institutions in a specific province, it seems likely that these 
standards could be more widely used. The administrative structures 
supporting each kind of college library seem not to be totally at vari- 
ance, nor the ascertainable objectives at odds. 
School libraries, too, were provided with a useful, though not 
entirely new, document for the seventies. This was Resource Services for 
Canadian S ~ h o o l s , ~  edited by F.R. Branscombe and H.E. Newsom, 
jointly sponsored by the Association for Media and Technology in 
Education in Canada and the Canadian School Library Association (a 
division of CLA), and published in 1977. The book, as the preface notes, 
was prepared as the successor to Standards of Library Service for Cana-
dian Schools (1967), produced by the CSLA, and Media Canada: Guide- 
lines for Education (1969) by the Educational Media Association of 
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Canada.% From 1972 until 1977, the two associations were collaborating 
on a fresh, integrated definition of the role of the library in the school, 
preparing and providing learning materials of whatever medium or 
format. Ideas and information were sought from more than seventy 
leading school librarians and audiovisual specialists; draft versions of 
the manuscript were sent for criticism and correction to a panel of 
consultants; and every effort was made to ensure trans-Canada input 
and applicability. 
Inevitably, a “national” program for school libraries can only 
suggest directions in which services should be developed, and specifics 
concerning personnel, materials and equipment, facilities, funding, 
etc., needed to support such a program, since education is a provincial 
responsibility. If not specifically a book of standards, the publication is 
a very useful handbook for anyone faced, with or without formal library 
training, with the duty of managing a school library. 
The sector of special libraries may be seen by some to be toodiverse 
to operate well within standards. However, in the mid-seventies, two 
examples of standards for special libraries, the first very precisely 
focused, the second more broadly based, were produced. At the end of 
1974, “Canadian Standards for Hospital L i b r a r i e ~ , ” ~ ~  wasapproved by a 
wide range of associated bodies, from the Health Sciences Division of 
the Canadian Association of Special Librariesand Information Services 
(CASLIS) to the Board of Directors of the Canadian Medical Associa- 
tion. The standards envisage the health sciences library as an intrinsic 
part of the hospital unit, whose ultimate goal is the best possiblepatient 
care. Given the very clear idea of the purpose of the hospital, i t  is 
relatively easy to define the library’s place within the hospital, even 
allowing for different typesand sizes of institution. The standardscover 
the usual topics: objectives, organization and administration; staffing 
and personnel qualifications; nature and scope of services; facilitiesand 
equipment. It is emphasized that they are recognized as minimal- 
sometimes being surpassed in extant hospitals, but more often being 
demonstrably higher than the service offered in many institutions across 
Canada. It is also pointed out that the information would be useful to 
community health centers and other health-related facilities, but not to 
patient libraries (which relate rather to public libraries). 
Standards for a wide range of special libraries within the govern- 
ment of Alberta were produced a year after the highly specific hospital 
library standards. In 1975 the Alberta Government Libraries’ Council 
(AGLC) published Standards and Specifications for Alberta Gouern- 
rnent Special Libraries.38 Clearly, and in both qualitative and quantita- 
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tive terms, it details policies and procedures necessary to operate a 
special library within a system of government libraries. In spite of the 
highly specialized nature of the libraries it was designed to sustain, this 
document should be-indeed, is-valuable to many different varieties 
of special library. One of the reasons for this is the diversity of the 
Alberta government’s special libraries, which deal with a great range of 
subject areas and have been established to deal, individually, with an 
equally wide range of users. At the time of writing, the AGLC includes, 
among many others, the libraries serving the Northern Alberta Institute 
of Technology and the Alberta Vocational Centre, and libraries sup- 
porting such government departments as Alberta Environment, the 
Solicitor General, Consumer and Corporate Affairs, Alberta Culture, 
and Alberta Agriculture-a distinctly diverse group as to both holdings 
and patrons. 
While the bulk of libraries in the public domain are under provin- 
cial jurisdiction, the federal government mandates and supports the 
National Library of Canada, founded in 1953, in providing both leader- 
ship and support to the libraries-especially the research libraries-of 
Canada. The development of a national union catalog was one of the 
first tasks undertaken by the National Library. Implicit in such an 
activity was the formulation and adoption of standards, which led in 
due course to the creation, within the National Library, of the Office of 
Library Standards. This office is concerned with the evaluation and 
evolution of both national and international bibliographic standards, 
to improve internal library systems and to contribute both to Canadian 
and universal bibliographic control, through work with IFLA and the 
In temational Organization for Standardiza tion, and through participa- 
tion in such activities as AACR revision^.^' 
The National Library has realized “that research and development 
for automation must be done on a national and international level in 
order to design formats which facilitate the exchange and communica- 
tion of bibliographic data in machine-readable form between organiza- 
tions and to develop automated systems which are compatible and 
provide for the fullest exchange of information.”40 This has resulted in 
the development of Canadian MARC, with its special bilingual feature, 
which accords with international MARC specifications. 
In a 1979 recommendation, The Future of the National Library of 
Canada,41submitted by Dr. Guy Sylvestre, National Librarian, to the 
Canadian Secretary of State, national networking needs are further 
spelled out, the two top priorities being identified as a decentralized 
bibliographic network and a concomitant resources network which 
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would link catalogs and data banks. This document, substantially 
endorsed by CLA in 1980, has obvious implications for future standards 
formula tion. 
Cooperation among libraries across the country and all segments of 
the information industry is seen as vital, along with the need for stan- 
dardized messages and procedures. National Library thinking on these 
matters is explained in The Context of Interconnection for a Nation- 
Wide Bibliographic Network (1980).42A task force on Computer/Com- 
munication Protocols for Bibliographic Data Interchange has been 
appointed to recommend standards appropriate to Canadian libraries 
which will fit the Open Systems Interconnection model of the Interna- 
tional Standards Organi~a t ion .~~ The degree of success these activities 
are likely to achieve will probably be commensurate with theamount of 
funding provided by the federal authorities to promote cooperation in 
the field. 
Concern for a degree of standardizaion is also evinced by CLA in its 
dealings with educational programs for library personnel. Again, pro- 
vincial control of education means that a national organization can 
only approve or recommend; enforcement can be dealt with only at the 
provincial level. However, CLA has continued to avail itself of the 
services of the ALA Committee on Accreditation, and only graduates of 
ALA-accredited institutions are automatically considered professional 
in Canada. Accreditation requirements, while permitting considerable 
flexibility in programs (exemplified in Canada by the massive move to 
the two-academic-year MLS as first professional degree), do assume the 
meeting, if not surpassing, of basic standards in knowledge and skill in 
professional matters. This common denominator must have its effect as 
graduates enter the field. 
The training of library technicians, developing from local needs, 
has been a much more ad hoc operation, initially achieved with little 
library input and less professional blessing. However, in due course, the 
CLA Education for Library Personnel Committee’s Subcommittee for 
the Training of Library Technicians took cognizance of the situation, 
began to visit and report on training programs, and subsequently drew 
up “Guidelines for the Training of Library Technicians” which were 
endorsed by CLA as official policy.44 Since that time (1973), all pro- 
grams in anglophone Canada have followed these guidelines as closely 
as their individual administrations permit. Improved relations with the 
library profession have also been effected by the establishment-as 
recommended in the “Guidelines”-of Local Advisory Committees 
(essentially composed of librarians) for each program and, if appro-
LIBRARY TRENDS 150 
Canadian Standards 
priate, where there are several programs available, of Provincial Com- 
mittees as well, who may make recommendations to provincial 
governments.* Thus, CLA has in effect much more direct input in 
technican education than in professional library education. Curiously, 
few extant standards or specifications make provision for the ready 
incorporation into library operations of the technician. Consequently, 
this valuable source of highly and specifically trained manpower is 
frequently either under-used, exploited or, to all intents and purposes, 
ignored. 
In 1981 the Canadian School Library Association produced A 
Recommended Curriculum for Education for School L i b r ~ r i a n s h i p , ~ ~  
dealing with diplomas in school librarianship-M.Ed. and MLS. The 
recommended curriculum suggests not so much standards for libraries, 
as it does a way in which to achieve standards for a particular type of 
librarian-a valid approach, given the facts that school librarians come 
within different provincial jurisdictions, and that specific school librar- 
ies operate at different levels to serve different student bodies. To pro-
duce an individual designed to function effectively within a range of 
circumstances may well be an excellent way to cope with the question of 
standards. 
It must by now be evident that the Canadian approach to standards 
has changed little in the last decade-unless Project Progress sets our 
faces in a new direction. Murray’s observation that standards “promote 
the development of service that makes possible new objectives that in 
turn demand new standards”47 still holds good. Standards-shapers look 
around for successful operations and striking new initiatives, and offer 
directions as to how they may be emulated, rarely allowing for local 
differences. But the declining role of libraries in today’s universe of 
information suggests that emulation of the best of the status quo, 
however impressive that best may be, is insufficient for our needs 
now-still less for our needs through the eighties. Trendsfor the Seuen- 
ties noted that, “Ideally, universally valid standards should derive from 
basic research, still insufficient, in the field of information science.”48 
The need for that research is even more urgent today than it was in 1971. 
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Standards for British Libraries 
ANTHONY VAUGHAN 
LIBRARIANSEVERYWHERE TRY to establish standards of service and per- 
formance as a means of securing recognition of the value of libraries and 
of library work from society in general. But they may go about this task 
in rather different ways. In countries like the United States, where 
libraries are dependent upon a multiplicity of bodies, public and pri- 
vate, and where there is no central agency tocoordinate library develop- 
ment or to standardize salary scales, then i t  is the librarians’ professional 
association which takes the lead in devising and publicizing appro- 
priate standards. 
In other countries, like some of those in Western Europe, most 
librarians may be employed by national public bodies at uniform or 
comparable conditions of service. Here standards are of ten promulgated 
by the central government in the form of statutes, decrees or regulations, 
and so the efforts of librarians are directed toward putting pressure on 
central government agencies to formulate standards acceptable to the 
profession. 
In the United Kingdom the nature of library standards falls some- 
where in between these two contrasting models. As Britain is not a 
federal country, the influence of the central government on publicly 
funded libraries may be direct or indirect but is always present. So 
professional bodies like the Library Association, 80 percent of whose 
members work in the public sector, spend much effort in lobbying 
government bodies on behalf of libraries in an attempt to influence 
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government decisions. Often the seeds sown by these efforts fall on stony 
ground, or take many years before showing signs of growth, or, to 
extend the metaphor and to apply i t  to recent years, the fragile seedlings 
wither from the frosts of an economic recession, but such methods are 
seen as indispensable and as important for securing recognition of 
adequate levels of library provision as the drawing up in vucuo of a 
document setting out standards for libraries. 
Types of Standards 
So in order to understand the development of standards for various 
kinds of British libraries, it is necessary to go beyond the publications of 
the Library Association or other professional bodies. More precisely, we 
can identify five types of documents relevant to our purpose. 
First, there is the traditional type of library standard, issued by a 
professional body and devised by a committee, section or group of the 
same. 
Second, there are what the Library Association calls “policy state- 
ments.” Usually short, and without quantitative data, these statements 
are issued by professional associations as a way of staking a claim for the 
recognition of libraries and library services in areas where they may not 
be generally recognized or fully established. Such statements, if acted 
upon, could later be followed by a full set of quantitative standards. An 
example of a policy statement is one issued by the Library Association 
on library services to ethnic minority groups.’ In the following account 
these policy statements will be mentioned only briefly and selectively. 
Third, we have reports or recommendations issued by government 
bodies or commissions. Thus, the government department responsible 
for public health may advise hospital authorities to establish libraries of 
a certain standard, without, however, compelling them to do so. Or, the 
government department concerned with education in Scotland may ask 
a committee to examine Scottish school libraries and report back, with- 
out, however, committing itself to implement the report’s recommenda- 
tions. Naturally, librarians attempt to influence what is said in these 
documents. Sometimes they will be directly represented on these bodies; 
sometimes they will have no direct representation but will give evidence 
to them, and the report may closely reflect the evidence submitted. Thus 
a committee appointed to look at the teaching of English in British 
schools produced a 500-page report which included a chapter devoted to 
school libraries.’ This chapter strongly supported, by detailed facts and 
figures, the case for good school libraries and leaned very heavily on the 
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evidence submitted to i t  by the Library Association and the School 
Library Association. Even though there is no guarantee that the govern- 
ment will act on the recommendations of these documents, they never- 
theless remain recommendations of a more or less official nature which 
can be cited with some effect when circumstances warrant. 
Fourth, the government may impose standards directly on libraries. 
Usually i t  influences libraries indirectly through the amount of money 
that it allocates to their parent organization, but, at least in the case of 
library buildings, i t  is not above setting its own norms. 
Fifth and last are those documents issued by accrediting or validat-
ing bodies. Though such statements have been important in the past, 
there is little to say about this category of document in the period since 
1971. 
Before embarking on a more detailed consideration of British 
library standards, a word needs to be said about librarians’ status, 
salaries and conditions of service. The salaries of librarians working in 
the public sector are usually linked to nationally-agreed salary scales. 
The Library Association has consistently tried to get professional librar- 
ians onto suitable scales, for example, to have college librarians paid on 
faculty scales rather than administrative ones. This is clearly an impor- 
tant way of defending the status of librarians and, indirectly, of libraries, 
but such documents will not be considered further in this review. 
Developments Since 1971 Affecting Library Standards 
A survey of British library standards appeared inLzbrary Trends in 
1972,3so this review will be largely confined to recording developments 
of the last decade. While the 1960s had in general been a period of 
expansion for all types of libraries, the 1970s saw, increasingly, cuts in 
public expenditure which badly affected libraries in the public sector. 
Sometimes, therefore, it seemed less appropriate to write new standards 
than to defend existing ones. Yet at the same time many of the advances 
in librarianship of the previous decade had come to some sort of fruition 
in the 1970s, and so were considered suitable for standardization. There 
was also an increasing interest in international standards, and the IFLA 
standards for public libraries, referred to elsewhere in this issue, were 
regarded as particularly relevant for Britain.4 We may also note an 
increasing dissatisfaction with the traditional type of library standard; 
in its place, i t  was argued, standards of performance should be devel- 
oped. As this debate took place mainly among public librarians, it will 
be referred to in a little more detail in the next section. 
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PUBLIC LIBRARY STANDARDS 
General Standards 
Although the Library Association has a long record of support for 
public libraries, i t  has not itself recently published general standards for 
them. It was left to a working party appointed by the government, but 
composed principally of librarians, to draw up detailed standards 
which were published in 1962.5 Early in the period of the present review, 
the Department of Education and Science (the government department 
with a watching brief over public libraries) did attempt to monitor the 
1962 standards to see how far they had been attained. It lookedat library 
expenditures for the eight years 1965-73, and concluded that “a steady 
improvement in the achievement of standards will be noted in the 
tables.”6 But more recently, some local authorities, in their enthusiasm 
for cutting library budgets, have allowed their libraries to fall far below 
the levels recommended in the 1962 document, and no action has been 
taken by the central government. 
The government’s most systematic contribution to public library 
standards has been on staffing’h commissioneda body called the Local 
Authorities Management Services and Computer Committee (generally 
known as LAMSAC) to investigate the numbers of staff needed to 
perform a variety of typical library tasks. Using work-study techniques, 
the investigators derived a host of formulas based ultimately on such 
figures as size of population served, size of stock, number of items 
circulated, and so on. Although the work was not intended to be a 
standard, it has been frequently cited by the Library Association in their 
guidelines and standards. The government itself, however, has made 
little attempt to tell cheese-paring local authorities to match their staff 
ratios with those recommended in the report. 
Meanwhile, a group of public librarians had been approaching the 
whole matter from another direction. Standards, they thought, were 
inadequate in defining the purpose and object of the library, from 
which all else should flow. Accordingly, in 1971 they issued a short 
statement entitled “Public Library Aims and Objectives,” as a basis, 
they said, of a nationally acceptable standard. This document was itself 
heavily influenced by a management technique known as corporate 
planning, and consisted of a hierarchy of statements beginning with 
one “aim,” divided into four “objectives,” twelve “sub-objectives,” and 
so on. Anticipating criticism of what might be seen as a rather heavy- 
handed approach to the matter, the authors state: “to anyone who has 
not previously been concerned with corporate planning, what follows 
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may look like a statement of the obvious. In fact it represents almost a 
year’s concentrated work by the Group, who considered three different 
approaches before going back to their original ideas.’” 
More recently this Public Libraries Research Group (PLRG) has 
been deriving a kind of performance measurement tool from these 
objectives and has applied it to more specialized aspects of the library 
service. A document on children’s libraries contains a useful list of 
objectives, but deliberately eschews the setting down of anything quan- 
titative. For example, among the “targets” which children’s librarians 
should aim at is one which says that they should “ensure that books and 
material wanted by children are available at once in n% of case^."^ But 
no value is given to n ,  the figure being filled in, if at all, by the local 
library. Statements in a similar vein dealing with public relations and 
adult reference services have also recently been produced by the group.” 
Implicit in the approach of both the LAMSAC team and the PLRG 
was a critique of the traditional library standard. Traditional standards 
are standards of inputs: number of books, number of staff, size of 
buildings, for example. The PLRG believed that proper standards can 
be achieved only by assessing the output, or performance, of the library. 
Traditional standards, too, are based on the librarian’s professional 
evaluation of what constitutesadesirable level of service. The LAMSAC 
study, however, had preferred to use the techniques of scientific man- 
agement to obtain its results. 
The way was then open for a new approach to library standards, 
one that would combine an emphasis on performance so strongly 
supported by PLRG with the systematic collection of managerial infor- 
mation such as was done by LAMSAC. The “public library planning 
process” devised by King Research in the United States” was thought to 
be the answer by some, and its report was usedexperimentally in Britain 
in two libraries.12 But the sheer amount of data requiring collection (to 
say nothing of their interpretation) posed problems, and of course, the 
setting of objectives is a political, not a technical matter, and comprises 
statements of value, not of fact. Will this new approach replace the more 
traditional standard based on inputs? A lengthy discussion would be out 
of place in a general survey such as this, and the reader is referred to a 
useful recent paper by M00re.l~ 
More Specialized Public Library Standards 
While the debate over the means of assessing the adequacy of public 
library service went on, the Library Association and other bodies were 
establishing more specialized standards and guidelines. 
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In 1981 the association produced Guidelines for Reference and 
Information Services to Public Libraries in England and Wales,14 set-
ting out the requirements, scope and organization of a reference service, 
and the accommodation, stock and staffing levels considered to be 
necessary for its successful functioning. The standards update an earlier 
document of 1969, but they reassert the traditional role of the reference 
service and of the reference librarian. They have been criticized by some 
public librarians for neglecting recent developments in community 
information, advice and referral work, professional ethics, and elec- 
tronic means of communication, as well as for their heavy reliance on 
inputs to the detriments of outputs or standards of performance. 
In the 1960s and 1970s, some British public librarians showed 
rather more concern for the provision of services to those most clearly 
subject to social and economic discrimination, or to personal 
misfortune-the poor, the inner-city dwellers, the ethnic minority 
groups, the handicapped, the sick. Guidelines on services to these 
categories of people were issued by the Library Association and other 
bodies. One more detailed than most examined community informa- 
tion, making a well-substantiated claim for the library to participate in 
this new but rapidly growing service, and setting out in detail the 
measures to be taken to set up a library-based community information 
service.l5 
These initiatives by public libraries were well summarized in a 
document entitled The Libraries’ Choice, produced by an advisory body 
to the government.16 The “choice” of the title was apparently whether 
libraries should sit back and respond to expressed demand, or whether 
they should make substantial commitments to the provision of services 
to the powerless. In a lengthy series of recommendations, the report 
urged librarians to make much greater efforts to reach poor, sick or 
handicapped people. As the report was published by the government, i t  
might be presumed to carry some weight. In a short preface the Depart- 
ment of Education and Science hoped “that the report will receive 
serious consideration by library authorities and that, although the 
report does not call for additional expenditure, its findings and sugges- 
tions will be borne in mind when authorities take decisions on the 
allocation of available resource^."^' 
Though the tone was favorable, i t  was scarcely a ringing endorse- 
ment of the recommendations, and its tepid language contrasts oddly 
with the report’s own concluding paragraph: 
As a final point we stress the urgency attached to our recommenda- 
tions. At no time in public library history has it been more essential 
LIBRARY TRENDS 160 
British Standards 
for the library service to re-assess its aims and its practice. During 
times of economic hardship the public library service becomes more 
important, not less, to the community as a whole and especially to 
those who without some helpare effectively barred from its service.” 
ACADEMIC LIBRARY STANDARDS 
All British full-time institutions of higher education, with one 
exception, are public institutions and receive all or most of their money 
from public funds. They have all been affected by government policies, 
and the latter have undergone a veritable volte-face in the last decade. A 
government document of 1970 predicted a doublingof student numbers 
in fourteen years,lg but soon after, the expansion slowed and institu- 
tional budgets were held steady or reduced. By 1981 i t  looked as if the 
higher education sector, which was already admitting a smaller propor- 
tion of the student age-group than almost any other industrialized 
country, would be forced to contract as fast as i t  had expanded in the 
1960s. 
In this increasingly inhospitable climate, academic librarians’ first 
concern was to convince their governing bodies that their libraries were 
an indispensable part of the institution and soshould be protected from 
the worst effects of the government’s policy. 
University Library Standards 
University libraries were perhaps the first to feel the full effect of 
change in government policies in the shape of having standards of a 
most unwelcome sort thrust upon them. All but one of Britain’s forty- 
five universities receive most of their public funds from a government- 
appointed body called the University Grants Committee (UGC). The 
UGC had long prescribed building standards for university libraries, 
but in 1976 a working party of the committee proposed, subject to 
certain exceptions, that they should withdraw material from their col- 
lections at a rate virtually equal to their acquisitions, and introduced the 
now-notorious (and misleading) term, the “self-renewing library.”20 
The new standards allowed universities library space at the rate of 
1.25m2per full-time equivalent (FTE) student. In addition, libraries 
would be granted 0.2m2 per FTE student for acquisitions up  to ten years 
ahead, and a further amount to accommodate any existing special 
collections of rare and valuable material. If the library found this space 
insufficient for its needs, then a reserve closed-access store could be built, 
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purchased or rented, on or off campus, large enough to hold five years’ 
acquisitions. When that was full, the library would have to start discard- 
ing at a rate comparable to its acquisitions. The report was greeted with 
cries of outrage, for it directly challenged the age-old belief that it was 
right and proper for a university library to grow in size. 
Although universities have a precise legal definition in Britain, 
they are remarkably heterogeneous in size and status. While Oxford and 
Cambridge number their library collections in millions, other univer- 
sity libraries have fewer than 200,000 volumes in their collections. No 
full set of standards has ever been published for university libraries, and 
it is probably this diversity which has frustrated attempts to do so. 
Directors of university libraries have formed their own organization, the 
Standing Conference of National and University Libraries (SCONUL), 
which circulates recommendations and norms for particular activities 
among its members, and tries to defend the interests of university 
libraries by lobbying Members of Parliament and sending memoranda 
to the UGC. 
The only other standard about university libraries much quoted in 
the 1970s was the statement in the Parry Report of 1967 that universities 
should devote a minimum of 6 percent of their income to their librar- 
ies.21 Once again the sheer diversity of the institutions made this a rather 
unrealistic norm. Several universities regularly spent more than 6 per- 
cent on their libraries, and others considered that they had very good 
reasons for spending less. In 1980, SCONUL concluded that “the Con- 
ference should not now declare a policy on the norm since circumstan- 
ces vaned so greatly in member universities.’J22 
British universities have not traditionally been greatly concerned 
with providing courses for other than their own full-time students, but 
about half of them do have an “extramural” department which provides 
courses for adul ts, often in towns and cities well away from the universi- 
ty’s own campus. These courses need library support, and in 1978 the 
Library Association, with its traditional interest in adult education, 
issued a set of standards for university extramural libraries.= Its recom- 
mendations are based on good existing practice, give guidance on 
numbers of titles and copies of books necessary for each course and on 
better financial arrangements for the backup libraries, and advise uni- 
versity librarians to let adult students taking courses for credit borrow 
from the main university library collections. 
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Polytechnic Library Standards 
Polytechnics are a much less diverse group than universities. 
Created in the period 1969-73, the thirty-one polytechnics differ from 
universities in providing a greater proportion of vocational and profes- 
sional courses; in accepting part-time students in large numbers; in 
giving less attention to research; in having, very often, less satisfactory 
accommodation; and in having to submit their proposed degree pro- 
grams to an outside validating body called the Council for National 
Academic Awards. Hitherto they have been funded and controlled not 
by a national body, but by local authorities. 
No standards specifically for polytechnics have been issued since 
those of 1968, which were discussed by Humphreys in the earlier 
review.24 When published, these standards were thought to be ambi- 
tious, even unrealistic. Today they seem quite unexceptional; many 
polytechnic libraries have in fact gone well beyond many of the Library 
Association’s recommendations, and only the staffing levels still seem 
generous. 
As SCONUL did not invite polytechnic library directors to join 
their organization, the latter set up their own body, the Council of 
Polytechnic Librarians (COPOL), which acts as a pressure group for 
the defense of these libraries in the same way as SCONUL, though on a 
smaller scale. Like SCONUL, COPOL circulates privately various 
recommendations on a number of matters, such as building standards. 
College Library Standards 
Besides the universities and polytechnics, the United Kingdom 
possesses several hundred other colleges, nearly all run by local authori- 
ties, but differing widely in age, size, status, and types of program 
offered. Generally, the bookstocks do not exceed 100,000 volumes, with 
a correspondingly modest staff complement. One group of them, the 
teachers’ colleges, called colleges of education, had developed as learn- 
ing resource centers in quite a big way, and the Library Association 
issued several policy statements defining this new role for the library, 
with a general statement appearing in 1973.% In the last ten years most 
of these colleges of education have been either closed down, merged with 
polytechnics, or asked to broaden their program by including arts and 
science courses, but the tradition lives on in the successor institutions. 
Faced with these and other organizational changes, the Library 
Association approved a comprehensive set of new guidelines in 1981. 
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The opening paragraphs of the new document explain the general 
approach: 
Firstly while this document, incommon with its predecessors, sets out 
what the Library Association believes to be desirable and necessary 
levels of library provision in colleges, it also includes an indication of 
the type and quality of service that college managements may expect 
of their libraries in return for these resources. Secondly the levels of 
provision suggested are not purely theoretical values. They describe 
instead actual levels of provision in some of the better institutions, 
and are therefore standards that are already being applied in 
colleges.2s 
The document repeatedly stresses the services it believes college librar- 
ians can offer, and generally seeks to confirm the outgoing involvement 
with college education programs which some college librarians had 
managed to achieve in the preceding decade. Suggested figures are given 
for the size of the collection, the acquisitions budget, the number of 
staff, and the physical accommodation required, all based on FTE 
student numbers and the academic level of the courses offered. But the 
general emphasis is less on quantitative criteria and more on the range 
and quality of the services that the library can offer. The standards are 
also applicable to polytechnic libraries, though many of them will find 
that they have already exceeded the suggested stock levels and staffing 
ratios, while the space norms are more generous than those currently 
permitted by the government. 
SCHOOL LIBRARY STANDARDS 
The basic realities of school librarianship in Great Britain can be 
summarized by the following statements: 
1. There are about 28,000 publicly funded schools in Britain which 
educate 94 percent of the school population (the remaining6 percent 
being education in private establishments, some of which are confus- 
ingly known as “public” schools). 
2. 	In the vast majority of these schools there are collections of books 
which can be termed, even if flatteringly so in some cases, a school 
library. 
3. There are about 600 working school librarians with professional 
library qualifications. 
The professional librarians are to be found in the secondary schools- 
about 13 percent have a qualified librarian. For the remainder, and for 
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all primary schools, i t  is a teacher who is in charge of the library, and it is 
the local public library which provides a technical and bibliographical 
backup service. With so many teachers looking after so many school 
libraries, i t  is not surprising that they have their own organization, the 
School Library Association (SLA), a body quite distinct from the 
Library Association. 
Both associations have published standards and guidelines for 
school libraries. The Library Association’s latest document of 1977 
makes its recommendations according to the size of the school and the 
age of the pupils. If we take as an example a secondary school of 1000 
students aged eleven to eighteen, then the minimum library stock 
should be 14,000 items, with a staff complement of at least three-a 
professional librarian, a media technician and a clerical assistant.” It 
also gives guidelines for the school library service of the public library, 
but here it can recommend a staffing ratio of only three professional 
librarians to eighty schools. 
The most recent policy statement of the School Library Association 
of 1980 lists the duties of the person responsible for the library at some 
length.% If this person is a teacher, then the teacher should be rankedas 
head of the department, should have appropriate clerical and technical 
help, and should be relieved of most or all of hidher teaching duties. 
(“Failure to do this is a notable, long-standing and deplorable weakness 
in the British educational system.’’29) 
Of the two documents, that of the Library Association is the more 
general and the more comprehensive, but the SLA statement is more 
vividly written and down-to-earth. The Library Association is in some- 
thing of a quandary over the staffing of school libraries. To come out 
strongly in favor of professional librarians in all British schools might 
appear utopian and could be seen to slight the work not only of the 
teacher-librarians, but also of the public library’s backup service. On the 
other hand, to suggest that the teacher-librarian system is satisfactory 
would be tantamount to admitting that professional librarians are not 
required in school libraries. 
A government report on schools in Scotland did, however, come 
out firmly in favor of professional school librarians in all Scottish 
secondary schools with more than 600 pupils. The report noted that, at 
the time, there were only 70 school librarians in Scotland, and that the 
acceptance of its recommendation would mean the finding of another 
350 as quickly as possible.30 
All parties are united, however, in their concern for falling school 
library standards. County education departments are slashing what 
remains of school library budgets, and acquisitions are often running at 
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a rate about one-third of the Library Association’s recommendations, to 
judge from a recent government Organizations concerned with 
promoting the sale of books, like the National Book League, have also 
examined school library provision carefully, and have found declining 
standards almost e~erywhere.~’ 
STANDARDS FOR SPECIALIZED LIBRARIES 
Although there are many special libraries in Great Britain, only a 
few categories have had standards issued for them. Business and indus- 
trial libraries are too diverse and, in any case, too closely tied to their 
parent body for general standards to have much relevance. The same can 
be said for the libraries of the departments and agencies of the central 
government, save that there is some standardization in staffing, as most 
of the librarians working in such libraries are civil servants. 
Hospital and Health Sciences Library Standards 
The country’s public health services are organized by the Depart- 
ment of Health and Social Security of the central government and are 
known as the National Health Service. The service is wide-ranging and 
includes general and specialized hospitals, general medical practice, 
and community and preventive health services. 
The role of libraries in the National Health Service has been set out 
by the Library Association in two documents-one a policy staement, 
the other a series of guideline^.^^ They replace an earlier set of standards 
issued in 1965 and revised in 1972. The guidelines stress that health 
service librarians, though usually based in hospitals, should see them- 
selves as providing a service for the whole health district. Recommenda- 
tions cover patients’ libraries, libraries for medical and nursing staff, 
and domiciliary services to the patient at home. Quantitative standards 
are based on the size of the hospital. For example, a 600-bed hospital 
should have a patients’ library of 5400 volumes, with about 1100 
volumes added annually; a professional medical library in the same 
hospital should have a stock of about 5000 monographs and should 
subscribe to at least 150 journals; and together these libraries need at 
least three qualified librarians. In Britain, the public library can, and 
usually does, provide a backup service (as we have already seen for 
schools), and the figures assume that the larger resources of the public 
library will be available to the hospital librarians. 
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The compilation of the recommendations was not an easy task. The 
relationship between the patients’ library and the medical staff library is 
somewhat controversial, but the guidelines support a single administra- 
tive structure for all hospital library services, stressing, perhaps for the 
benefit of hospital administrators, the economies which can thereby be 
achieved. They also advocate, though more cautiously, the physical 
juxtaposition, or even integration, of patients’ and staff libraries. 
Prison Library Standards 
The formal position of the prison library service may be summed 
up by quoting the first paragraph of the first official Library Associa- 
tion standards for prison libraries, which appeared in 1981: 
The average daily population of people in custody in England and 
Wales approximates to 44,000. They are held in 118 prison establish- 
ments provided and maintained by the Home Office ....Library facili- 
ties are provided in every establishment by arrangement with local 
public libraries. In all, 52 public library authorities are involved in 
the service. They are reimbursed by the Home Office at a nationally 
applied per capita rate at a level agreed with local authority 
associations.% 
The Library Association document had been preceded by a policy 
statement from the Home Office in 1978.=The latter had been drawn up  
with the advice of librarians working for the Department of Education 
and Science, and had been more positive and more explicit on the 
importance of library services than most other similar government 
documents. 
The Library Association guidelines give minimum stock figures, 
and recommend the inclusion of periodicals, large-print books, mate- 
rials of interest to ethnic minority groups, nonprint media, etc. Indeed, 
the range of stock should correspond, say the guidelines, with that 
obtaining in a public library and with the prisoners’ interests, save that 
the ultimate responsibility for what goes on the shelves rests with the 
prison governor. Operational control of the library is in the hands of a 
Prison Educational Officer, while the professional librarian should be 
present part-time, the recommended hours ranging from a minimum of 
ten hours per week for a small jail up to thirty hours a week or more for a 
prison with over 850 inmates-the figures being taken from the 
LAMSAC report. 
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Standards for Libraries Specialized by Subject 
The particular organizational and bibliographical characteristics 
of music, art, medical, law, etc., libraries are not often adequately dealt 
with by general public or academic library standards. Two British 
examples of more specialized, subject-based library standards are men- 
tioned here. 
In 1973 the Art Libraries Society (ARLIS) published a set of stan-
dards for the provision of art materials in public, academic, special, and 
national libraries, and described them as an “interim statement.”36 
Because of the great variation in the purpose and size of such libraries, 
general standards of a quantitative nature were not laid down. The 
document stresses, however, the special requirements of art departments 
in libraries, and recommends a degree of administrative and budgetary 
autonomy for them, as well as subject qualifications in art for the 
professional art library staff. It details the special accommodation 
required for the storage and consultation of such material as portfolios, 
posters, slides, and so on, and the special categories of material that art 
libraries need to acquire, like sale catalogs and illustrations. 
ARLIS as a separate professional body was founded in 1969; the 
same year saw the birth of the British and Irish Association of Law 
Librarians (BIALL). Work on standards for law libraries in the British 
Isles was begun in 1974 and completed in 1981.37 BIALL’s document is 
directed in part at organizations which may be unfamiliar with law 
libraries and their services, and in part at librarians wishing to set up or 
develop a law library. For the first purpose, the standards lay much 
stress on the importance of the library, and of the skills possessed by 
qualified librarians. For the second purpose, they contain much practi- 
cal detail which is continued in a series of appendixes which amount to 
a virtual manual of law library practice. 
The standards are intended tocover all types of law library, ranging 
from those in universities to those run by small specialist law firms. 
Formulas are given for the number of staff, and the titles necessary for a 
basic collection are listed in an appendix. Services are not neglected, 
either, but the documents note that “library staff are not normally 
qualified to give legal advice and should not do 
CONCLUSION 
In this survey of British library standards, I have passed in review 
various categories of documents. But just what effect have these docu- 
ments had? 
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At a practical level, standards continue to be of great value. For a 
particular governing body considering the establishment of a new 
library service, or for an individual librarian, many standards provide 
valuable practical information, and for this alone they are worth 
compiling. 
Viewed as a symbolic justification for libraries and their services, 
standards have also had their effect. They serve to inform society that 
librarians can undertake particular activities with professional compe- 
tence, and they can alert society to new roles which librarians can play. 
Governing bodies, even when they cannot fund new ventures, may 
support certain services, the importance of which has been described in 
policy statements or standards. For example, the document setting new 
directions for the British public library, entitled T h e  Libraries’ Choice, 
was followed by no direct government action; but when the chairwom- 
an of the committee that wrote it was asked whether i t  had had any 
effect, she could reply that i t  had helped to convince some economy- 
minded town halls that library service to the powerless and the handi- 
capped was not just a fringe activity which could be conveniently cut 
out to save money. 39 
If, however, we regard standards as attempts to upgrade libraries up 
and down the country, it is difficult not to be pessimistic. A specific 
government policy and a deep economic recession have certainly 
resulted in declining standards. It is small comfort to most librarians 
that government policies for cutting public expenditure have so far 
explicitly excluded agencies concerned with war and with law and 
order, and so,perhaps for that reason, the future looks reasonably bright 
for prison libraries. Library standards are of no avail when libraries’ 
controlling bodies have to cut their budgets; libraries, like all the other 
departments, suffer the consequences. The curious decision by the 
Library Association no longer to call its standards “standards,” but to 
refer to them as “guidelines” or “recommendations” instead, seems 
likely to weaken rather than strengthen the force of these documents. 
Bodies which take little notice of “standards” are likely to take even less 
notice of “guidelines.” 
In the last few years a completely new way of establishing effective 
standards for libraries has been put forward. The Library Association, 
SCONUL, and other professional bodies have been urging the govern- 
ment to develop a national policy for library and information services. 
Such a national policy has never before existed in Britain, but support- 
ers of the idea believe that it would result, in effect, in the state itself 
supporting and enforcing adequate standards for libraries. But there are 
dangers as well as opportunities here, and whether this national policy 
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could accomplish more than the publication of traditional standards 
only time will tell. 
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INTHE Library Trendsarticle on this topic ten years ago, Otto Lohmann 
wrote: 
Rationalization is the motto in libraries today, as it has been for a long 
time in commerce, technology and industry. An explosive develop- 
ment in the fields of research and information and a very small 
reservoir of human working capacity make absolutely necessary an 
economical utilization of all possibilities in library work and 
documentation.’ 
For “rationalization” read “resource sharing,” and the paragraph still 
stands for the decade 1971-81. As was pointed out in the symposium on 
Resource Sharing of Libraries in Developing Countries, “Resource 
sharing is an omnibus expression to cover cooperation, coordination, 
inter-library loans, cooperative acquisition, cooperative cataloguing.”2 
For resource sharingorrationalization (callit what you will), standardi- 
zation on an international scale becomes more and more necessary, 
especially when the pressures due toa world recession are all the greater. 
The role of international institutions equally becomes more and more 
important, and we have, in the past decade, seen a considerableamount 
of effort spent on the development of standards. 
With the development of standards, we have also seen a more 
critical approach to the general question of standards. Already in Otto 
Lohmann’s article, the distinction was made as follows: “Standards 
may be of material, quantifiable nature, but they may also be nonmate- 
Peter Havard-Williams is Professor and Head, Department of Library and Information 
Studies, Loughborough University, Loughborough, England. 
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rial, intellectual, or, expressedin another way, qualitative (e.g., interna- 
tional definition^)."^ The Oxford English Dictionary gives several 
definitions of standard, two of which are particularly apposite. The first 
is an “exemplar of measure...-the authorized exemplar of a unit of 
measure, ...p reserved in the custody of public officers as a permanent 
evidence of the legally prescribed magnitude of the unit”; secondly, “an 
authoritative or recognized exemplar of correctness, perfection, or some 
definite degree of any quality”; and finally, “a definite level of excel-
lence, attainment, wealth, or the like, or a definite degree of any quality, 
viewed as a prescribed object of endeavour or as the measure of what is 
adequate for some purpose.” Similarly, the adjective is defined as “serv- 
ing as a standard of measurement, weight or value ...serving or fitted to 
serve as a standard of comparison or j ~ d g e m e n t . ” ~  
Warwick S. Cathro, in a recent article has distinguished between 
customary and ex-cathedra standard^.^ The former are those which are 
in common use already, such as the Roman alphabet; the latter, those 
which have received formal or quasi-legal status following publication 
by a national or international body, such as International Federation of 
Library Associations (IFLA), International Standards Organization 
(ISO), or Association FranGaise de Normalisation (AFNOR). 
In a recent paper on “Standards, Objectives and Guidelines for 
School Libraries,” Arthur Jones distinguishes between standards (for 
example, the standard for A4 paper, 210 x 297mm), andguidelines: “If I 
follow your guidelines precisely they will at least enable me to repeat an 
experience and a level of performance which you have achieved in the 
past.”6 In point of fact, many standards in the field of library and 
information science have been a codification of the best practice known, 
and they have been formulated over several decades on this basis. How- 
ever, the influence of science generally, and management science in 
particular, appears to have influenced attitudes toward standards, so 
that a distinction is being made between those standards which are 
precise, e.g., measurements for catalog cards or paper sizes, and those 
which concern standards of service (“guidelines”) and are expressions of 
the best practice known at the time (and therefore subject to revision as 
practice improves). 
Arthur Jones adds “objectives” to “standards” and “guidelines,” 
and suggests that the latter are basedon the experience of the past, while 
objectives look to the future. “ ‘Management by objectives’ ...asks, where 
are we going? and only then, how are we to get there? What are our 
resources? What are our pr i~r i t ies?”~ The application of standards, 
then, depends on the reaction to them by individual institutions, or in 
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the case of international standards, by national agencies of one kind or 
another. 
It appears to be the case that we have expected too much of “stan-
dards,” for there has been a tendency to retain the word standards in 
titles-Standards for  Publ ic  Libraries-even though the points dis- 
cussed are in the nature of “guidelines.” Arthur Jones mentions “objec- 
tives,” and, as he points out, these look to the future rather than to the 
past. So do other planning programs, such as Management by Objec- 
tives (MbO) or Planning-Programming-BudgetingSystems (PPBS), 
while performance appraisal is the assessment of such programs in the 
light of the experience of what has actually happened, and with a view 
to further programs of planning. Nick Moore, inan interesting paper to 
the Australasian Library Conference in 1981, suggests that, in practice, 
standards “are being overtaken and replaced by performance measure- 
ment techniques.” In other words, modern management practices are 
making standards irrelevant. His conclusion is that there is still a place 
for standards, but that “the traditional reliance on standards promul- 
gated by others has been diminished by a growing reliance on systems 
which encourage the exercise of local autonomy in the formulation of 
objectives and the measurement of performance.”’ This conclusion, 
however, may be correct for industrialized countries with well-
developed library systems, but the fact remains that standards of some 
kind are required for international practice. 
The growth of standard formulation has also led to further analysis 
of their status. The international body for the promulgation of stan- 
dards is the International Standards Organization (ISO) which depends 
on the various national standards institutions for significant input. It is 
these bodies that produce standards which have official status. But as 
standards become more pervasive, nonofficial, or certainly nongovern- 
mental, bodies, such as IFLA or FID, increasingly promulgate stand- 
ards which are accepted in practice as international standards, though 
these may not be regarded as official standards by the issuing bodies. 
Indeed, Unesco’s Unisist  Gu ide  t o  Standards fo r  In format ion  H a n -  
d l ing ,  part 2, is titled “Guide to Normative Materials,” n o r m  indicating 
French influence as equivalent to standard (as in Association Francazse 
de Normal i sa t ion)  and also East European influence (as in “fulfilling 
one’s norm ”). 
Standards, norms, guidelines, then, appear in the information field 
to be of three kinds: 
1. 	technical standards of measurement, e.g., catalog cards, technical 
equipment; 
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2. technical standards for the layout of documents, e.g., ISBDs; and 
3. guidelines for attainment of performance, e.g., standards for public 
libraries. 
Those of the first variety, of course, affect activities broader than infor- 
mation, though they are fundamental to basic practice. The most 
important developments in the last decade, however, have been in the 
field of cataloging, and the amount of literature on the topic reflects 
this. 
Standardization in cataloging goes back to the Anglo-American 
rules of 1908, for this was the first essay in international cooperation in 
this field.g With the publication of the American revision of 1949," 
attention was given to the principles underlying cataloging practice, 
with the final result of the Conference on Cataloguing Principles held 
in Paris under the auspices of Unesco, under the inspiration of IFLA in 
1961. This gave rise to further consideration of cataloging principles, 
including the Statement of Principles," and the development of the 
remarkable Universal Bibliographic Control program formulated by 
Dorothy Anderson for the NATIS Conference of 1974." This has proved 
to be the springboard for a program of fundamental international 
importance, and a series of publications has ensued which has trans- 
formed cataloging practice w0r1dwide.I~ The International Standard 
Bibliographic Descriptions, while not regarded as standard by the IFLA 
International Office for UBC, are regarded as such for descriptive cata- 
loging by others, including both IS0  and Unesco (which in itself gives 
them a semiofficial status). Similarly, the manuals and guides pub- 
lished by the same office have served as exemplars for cataloging prac- 
tice internationally. The UBC Office has also published a number of 
items relating to machine-readable cataloging. On the other hand, 
Warwick S. Cathro, while recognizing the preeminence of IFLA in this 
field and acknowledging the increased activity of I S 0  with regard to 
international standards in documentation, identifies limits in their 
influence: 
An inevitable result of rapid change has been the failure of national 
agencies to comply with the most modern or the most international 
standards.As examples of non-compliance, the UNIMARC format is 
not being used for international exchange: the I S 0  3166countrycodes 
are not used in our MARC records; there is no plan to implement the 
new IS0 extended roman character set (ISO/DIS 5426); and the IS0  
transliterations for Cyrillic and other scripts are being ignored. In 
addition, compliance with ISBD, AACR2 and even AACRl has been 
late, patchy or heavily q~a1ified.l~ 
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Problems of standardization in serials, including the relationships 
of ISBD(S) and the title main entry, and of ISDS and ISBD( S)and AACR 
are dealt with in a series of articles,15 while Stevens deals with the special 
field of Asian serial literature, and points out how wide the differences 
are in the state of bibliographic control, and how Asian librarians are 
seeking to make their views known in the formulation of international 
standards.16 
An important historical perspective on standardization in catalog- 
ing is afforded by Doralyn Hickey,17 who shows the dominance of the 
United States up  to World War 11. Thereafter, participation was 
broader, resulting in the Paris conference in 1961, and American influ- 
ence has diminished, the initiative being taken by IFLA, as already 
indicated. 
In an article on "Normative Activities in the UNISIST Pro- 
gramme," Lohner" drew attention to the standardization programs 
which are directed toward interconnection among information systems. 
In 1973, for example, Unesco published Guidelines for Monol ingual  
Thesauri to foster the development of compatible thesauri for the 
transfer of information among information agencies in different coun- 
tries.19 As a help toward standards in indexing, Unesco published a draft 
document on indexing principles.m The attempt made here is to 
develop principles independent of any particular information system. 
Sutter wrote a paper which includes descriptions both of the ISONET 
thesaurus and the ISONET manual.21 ISONET, as the ISO's network, 
can now come into operation with these two essential tools. 
Helmut Felber" describes current work in terminology centers on 
the standardization of terminology and the coordination of terminolog-
ical activities, and draws attention to the importance of the work of 
ISO/TC 37. He also refers to the work of Infoterm. Also at the same 
congress, J. LaurentZ3 reported on the use of the terminology standard- 
ized at AFNOR, while Derek Austin24 reported on progress toward 
standard guidelines for the construction of multilingual thesauri. 
Subject problems were also considered at a seminar sponsored by 
the British Council, the British Library and the Library A~sociation,2~ 
as were various means for expressing subject information on machine- 
readable records. Desiderata for a future system should include the 
admission of new terms in the vocabulary, meaningful relationships 
among terms, and the use of neutral codes torepresent specific concepts. 
Margaret Parkz6 reviewed international Standardization from an 
American point of view and gave a state-of-the-art review of standardiza-
tion related to libraries, abstracting and indexing standards, and data 
element standardization, thus continuing Schmierer's review.27 
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The importance of an international approach to technological 
knowledge was emphasized in the proceedings of a seminar on indus- 
trialization in developing countries in 197828 which included problems 
of international standardization in scientific and technological infor- 
mation work. E.J. French drew attention to the importance of testing 
and evaluating standards, and to methods for observing standards from 
the initial proposal to publication and subsequent implernentati~n.~’ 
The state of international standardization in the field of information 
and library activities was seen from an East European point of view by 
Vajda and OttavayN in a report to the ISO/TC 46 meeting held in 
Brussels in May 1976 about current work and work outlined for the 
future. 
The impetus of further recognition for international standards has 
come from publications by both IS0 and Unesco. In 1977 the IS0 
Information Centre, with the sponsorship of Unesco within its UNI- 
SIST program, published the IS0 Standards Handbook 1 Information 
Transfer. The introduction states that “Standardization at the interna- 
tional level ...is recognized as an absolute necessity for practical and 
financial reasons. ’”’ The work includes standards for bibliographic 
references and descriptions, abstracts and indexing; presentation of 
documents; conversion of written languages; document copying and 
microforms; bibliographic control (ISBN and ISSN); libraries and 
information systems; mechanization and automation in documenta- 
tion; classification and controlled languages for information storage 
and retrieval; and terminology (principles). There are also a number of 
draft standards, and a listing of I S 0  standards in numerical order. 
Reference to ISBD(M) is made in draft DIS 5962. The same year, the 
Information Centre also published International Standards for Docu-
mentation and T e r r n i n o l ~ g y . ~ ~  This includes the same headings as the 
previous volume, and gives in part I the titles of standards for which the 
full text is found in the Handbook.  In part 11, however, are given 
“International standards and normative documents developed by other 
international organizations.” These include the UNZSZST Guide- 
lanes,33 ISBD(M) and ISBD(S), and various INIS standards (for descrip- 
tive cataloging, abstracts, terminology and codes for countries, 
authority lists, etc., and FID Universal Decimal Classification). 
The UNISIST program of Unesco has given a considerable impe- 
tus to the publication of guidelines in the realm of archive, documenta- 
tion and libraries, now grouped in the General Information Program 
(itself an amalgam of the UNISIST and NATIS programs) under the 
comprehensive umbrella of “information.” In 1980, again under the 
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auspices of the UNISIST program, Unesco published UNISIST Guide 
to Standards for Information Handling. The work was coordinated by 
the Section for the Promotion of Methods, Norms and Standards of the 
Division of the General Information Program of Unesco (under the 
direction of Wolfgang Ehner) .  In the introduction, it is recognized that 
there “is a need for information exchange between systems,” and that 
from existing experience in this field, standards are being developed and 
“being applied in the development of Unesco’s long-term standardiza- 
tion programme.” Equally, it is recognized that the effectual applica- 
tion of this program requires “research to determine the needs; 
preparation of standards, methods and guidelines; adequate ackagingPand distribution; and promotion of application and advice.” Dissemi-
nation of the information about standards is regarded as important 
since, though international standards may be promulgated, they may 
not always arrive at the site required for implementation. However, i t  is 
also understood that “the adoption of new standards often means costly 
restructuring ...financial considerations will dictate the solution of 
international standardization”35 and standards will need to be updated. 
The Guide has chapters on the preparation of documents and 
subject analysis, production of documents, reproduction of documents, 
representation of information, editing, bibliographic records, inter- 
change of machine-readable bibliographic data, management of docu-
ment collections, and numerical data, together with a bibliography. 
The text includes useful guidance on the sources of information on 
standards and guidelines in the various subjects, and guides readers to 
the bodies responsible for the formulation of the standards. It is an 
indispensable tool for anyone concerned with international normaliza- 
tion in the information field. In addition, it includes references 1.0 
numerous standard manuals and national standards (e.g., the AMA 
Style Book and Editorial Manual, 1971; the COSATI Guidelines for 
Descriptive Cataloguing of Reports, 1978; and NEN 690- 1969Mappen 
en brieven houders). 
The chapter on the “Interchange of Machine-Readable Biblio- 
graphic Data” brings us to a new aspect of the topic: “The transfer of 
bibliographic data in machine-readable form is now an essential part of 
the information transfer system.” The chapter is concerned with a 
number of international formats either “established by an international 
organization and/or for an international information system” or 
“intended to be used on an international scale.”36 The text proper1.y 
points out that these formats have historically been developed around 
two foci: libraries, and abstracting and indexing services. The contribu- 
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tion is noted of both the UNISIST International Centre for Biblio- 
graphic Descriptions (UNIBID) and IFLA, and attention is drawn to 
documentation on UK, MARC, LC MARC, and INTERMARC. How- 
ever, the main thrust of the chapter concerns the development of work 
on data exchange formats, internal formats, and “an international 
exchange format which would be totally implemented-independent 
and hence truly universal,” as recommended by the International Sym- 
posium on Bibliographic Exchange Formats.37 
The use of international bibliographic standards with regard to 
specialist services is treated in several articles.38 Activity in the field of 
pagination, titles, alphabetization, transliteration, and statistics is 
reported by Johanna Eggert.39 This was the report of a meeting in Basel 
to coordinate the efforts of German-speaking countries. 
A lJnesco symposium for editors of documentation, library and 
archives journals was held in Budapest in 1972, during which concern 
was expressed about the application of I S 0  standards in this specialized 
field. An enquiry was conducted which sought information on confor- 
mity with the standards. Reports came from Singapore and B~dapest.~’ 
Sviridov described programs of the World Intellectual Property Organi- 
zation for the international standardization of patent documents and 
the development of new information retrieval methods. He drew atten- 
tion to the Paris Union Committee for Cooperation in Information 
Retrieval Among Patents Offices (ICIREPAT), the International Patent 
Classification (IPC), and the International Patent Documentation Cen- 
tre (INPADOC).41 
Jerome Miller considered the problems of bibliographic citation 
for “previously published” microform copies. There is a lack of a system 
for citation for copies of previously published material, and he pro- 
posed the citation to the original work, accompanied by the microform 
citation in brackets. T h i s  citation consists of the microform type, micro- 
form publisher, microform series, and identifying number(^).^' 
Goulard looked at the state of microfiche ~tandardization,~~ and
Archard considered the broader picture in his paper, “A Question of 
standard^,"^^ presented to an Information Management Conference. He 
described the current situation for national and international standards, 
some of which are given in an appendix. 
Baker discussed international standards for microform^.^^ He 
pointed out that these are dealt with by AFNOR, and I S 0  has formed a 
new committee, T C  171. This committee is working actively and has 
four working groups: WG1 is concerned with the physical characteris- 
tics of microforms and containers (United States), WG3 handles appli- 
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cations (Canada), WG4 is concerned with quality aspects (France), and 
WG5 withequipment (United States). Workcontinues, it is reported, on 
standards for microfilm readers and methods of testing, and on the legal 
acceptance of microforms. 
The examination of magnetic tapes and their relevance to interna- 
tional information transfer was undertaken by W i l m ~ t . ~ ~  She looked at 
the physical characteristics of magnetic tapes, the presentation of data, 
and the record structure. She concluded that the most important area for 
information processing remains the overall bibliographic content. Mar- 
tin Bloch and others4’ reported on the communicative format of data 
recording on magnetic tape and described the work of the International 
System of Scientific and Technical Information in Moscow. They are 
critical of IS0  2709-1973 Format for bibliographic information inter- 
change on magnetic tape. Machine formats were the subject of a paper 
by Richard Coward4* at the 1974 Western European Seminar on the 
Interchange of Bibliographic Information in Machine Readable Form. 
The standards program was discussed, together with the current situa- 
tion and the lessons to be learned from the past. 
Standards for university library buildings have been drawn up by a 
group appointed by the Nordrhein-Westfalen Minister for Science and 
Re~earch.~’Area requirements are stated for storage and display, read- 
ers’ accommodation, etc. Planning factors and standards relating to 
university library buildings in developing countries have been consid- 
ered by Peter Hoare.so 
IFLA Standards for Public Librarie~,’~ published in 1973, are the 
result of prolonged negotiation and study, arising out of the draft 
standards of 1956-58. In addition, the “Unesco Public Library Mani- 
festo” appeared in a revised text, and the standards arise from the aims of 
the manifesto. The standards include units of administration and ser- 
vice, collections, special groups, staff, buildings, and the cost of the 
public library service. Provided one understands that standards are the 
formulation of the best current practice, and not a universal mathemati- 
cal formulation, there need be no confusion between “standards” and 
“guidelines,” which also appears in the text. 
In Norway, standards for public library book stocks were formu- 
lated after consideration of norms in other countries and of local condi- 
tions. The standards would be difficult for smaller municipalities to 
meet, but may lead to improved selection.’’ Recommended minimum 
standards for secondary school libraries approved by the Singapore 
Ministry of Education are reported in Singapore Libraries.m 
L ~ n d i n ’ ~reported on school library standards in 1973, based on the 
Commonwealth Secondary School Libraries Research Project Bulletin 
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No. 2, On Establ ishing Standards. He discussed two varieties of 
standard-quantitative and qualitative-together with evaluative 
criteria. 
Standards for school libraries have been considered by the Danish 
School Library As~ociat ion.~~ The report includes recommendations for 
“minimum standards” for book stock, audiovisual material, hardware, 
staffing, and arrangement of stock and premises. It also includes recom- 
mendations for joint collections with municipal libraries and regional 
centers, as well as a state center for technical materials. 
Standards for technical institute libraries, hitherto neglected, were 
approved by the New Zealand Library Association in 1972.56 New Zea- 
land has also considered standards for libraries in health authorities: 
these include libraries both for patients and for staff,57 while Mary 
Ronnie points out that the IFLA concept of patients’ libraries as a 
public library responsibility is not realistic in New Zealand, where local 
government and health authorities have different areas of jurisdiction.m 
Attention has also been paid to standards for library education. A 
revised text of the standards was approved by the IFLA General Council 
in 1976. This includes not only standards, but their genesis, philosophy 
and possibility for implementation. Schools should be at university 
level, should have stated goals, and the requisite financial support with 
the appropriate financial resources and accommodation. The curricu- 
lum should emphasize principles and concepts, rather than routines, 
while continuing education should be part of the program. There 
should be well-defined admission and qualification standards. Long- 
range planning is also essentia~.~’ 
Edward Dudley examines the record of the IFLA Section on Library 
Schools critically and wonders, quoting Havard-Williams, whether 
worldwide standards can be anything more than banal. He also pro- 
poses topics for further discussion.* 
It is evident in the last decade that the importance of standards has 
been enhanced, partly from a need for economy and efficiency, but also 
because of the development of information services, the increase in their 
importance in modern technological society, and hence their increased 
contact with technology itself-in particular, with computer process- 
ing. The coming decade will witness a continuation of this trend, 
particularly as developing countries make their presence more evident 
in the development of information activities. 
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